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PREFACE 


Some <*entr((s of Ike llamakriskiia Order liave 
ifo]' .some years post Imeu kviiioing; out imiKudaut 
•sevip lures of tko Hindus witk text, word-for- 
u'ord rendering', running' iiunslation . and notes 
T)ased t)n lunkoritatiye eonimentaries, in order to 
make tLein aectessible to tke Euglisk-kuowing 
])\i.hli(? rvliose knowledge of Sanskrit is limited, 
y'lie Bliaguva(l-(iita by Swami Swurupananda 
publi.sked by 11)0 Advaita Asln-ama, Mayavati, 
and eight major ITpani.shads by SAvami Sliarva- 
nunda pubJislmd by the Kamabrisiina Hath, 
Hadras, have, already become popular. An 
‘tMlition of the Brahnia-Sutras on similar lines Ava,s 
<over-du(?. The presenf A\'ork is intended to fnlfil 
ihi.s want and to complete in these series the 
Jb'asllninatraya ai'cording to the interpretations 
-of Sankara. 'The word-for-AVord tran.slation is 
wejy literal, l.)nt the running translation is mode 
as literal a.s ])o,ssible consistent Avitli easy, reading. 
In some places the translation of quot-ations from 
the lJ])ani shads are taken from Max Mtiller’s 
edition of the Upanishads and the qnotations of 
the Sri JBiashya from Dr. Thibaut's edition of 
the book (Sacred Books of the East Serie.s), both 
•with .sliglrt adaptations. 


It is lioped the volume will be j 
puuiou to tile other Sanskrit works 
the Ilaniakrishna Order. 

ADVAITA ASUJRAMA 
MAYAVATl, IITMAnAYAS 

November 2o, 19o6. 


i. fitting' coni- 
13ublished bji; 


S. ¥. 
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INTRODUCTION 


THE SIX SYSTEMS OJ? PHILOSOPHY 

The Vedas are .the scriptures of the Hindus,, 
to whatever sect or denomination they may 
belong. They are the earliest extant religious- 
literature to-day and form the corner-stone of the 
Indo-Aryan cultural edifice. The Hindus believe 
that the Vedas are not the utterances of any 
person but are eternal and owe their authority to. 
no individual. They are not inspired but expired, 
by God. These Vedas are divided into two- 
sections, the Karmakanda and the Jnanakanda, 
the former dealing with' the ritualistic and the- 
latter with the knowledge jxntion of the Vedas.. . 
The latter section i.s also known as the Vedanta, 
the end of the Vedas or the goal or gist of the- 
Vedas. These are not mere speculations but the- 
record of the spiritual experiences of the race for 
centuries, actual realizations or superconscious- 
perceptions. 

Though we find Vedantic thought -even in, 
some of the earliest hymns of the Rig-Veda, e,g, 
the Hasadiya Sukta, which forms as it were the- 
basis of later Upanisha'ds, yet there is no denying 
the fact that the Indo- Aryans in their earlier 
days in India were given more to rituals and 
sacrifices. These were elaborated to such am , . . 
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H'xtent by tbe Brahma mis, the priestly class, that 
persons of rationalistic bent of niinJ revolted and 
(questioned the very efficacy of the saci'ifiidal re- 
iigioii. They engaged themselves in metaphysi- 
cal problems and arrived at diiferent solutions of 
the world,. The Vedantio thought that was in 
germ form was now develoiied more and more, 

■ and we have the Upanishuds. This spirit of re- 
volt against ritualism was carried on mainly by 
■the Ivslia'triyas. The Jiido- Aryans were very bold 
dhinkers and nothing was sacrilegious to them, in 
their searcli alter triitJ], Ti'aces (d' opposition 
against the religion ot the Vedas are found in the. 
Vedas themselves. Tliis tidal wave of rationalism 
in its extreme form gave rise to such schools of 
thought as the Charvahas, which were extremely 
aniiterialistic and anti-religious. 

In the age immediately iJrece.ding Buddha 
^liid during his lifetime there was a greal reli- 
gious and ])hilosophieal upheaval in India. Bronx 
the Brahmajala-ksutra.s we learn that in his time - 
there were as many as sixty-two dihereiit schools 
of pliilosophy in India. AVe also learn from 
Buddhistic literature the names of a gocnl number 
of teachers who were venerated in. xiryavarta at 
dhe time — ^names like 'rurana Kasyajia, Katya- 
yuna, Makkali Gosala, Kigantha Nathaputra, 
the founder of Jainism, and others. AVhile these 
(great souls represented Indian, culture from an 
.auti-Vedic standpoint' there- W(U-e many, great 
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names tliat represented the culture from tlie tradi-- 
tional standpoint — ^names that are still venerated’ 
by Hindu relig'ion and culture. 

The destructive criticism of everything in tlie^ 
old system by the Charvakas and others set the 
orthodox section to organize their belief on U' 
more rationalistic basis and render it immune • 
against all such criticism. This led to the founda- 
tion of the six systems of orthodox Hindu philo- 
sophy — orthodox’- in the sense that they accepted’ 
the authority of the Yedas in things transcenden- 
tal— -"while there were others who did not accept 
this authority and therefore were dubbed hetero-- 
dox, though otherwise they too were the oiitcome 
of TJpanisliadic thought. The acceptance of the- 
authority of the Yedas by these orthodox schools, 
however, does m)t mean that they accepted them 
171 into. Their allegiance to the Yedas varied' 
widely and often it was too loose. Of the six 
orthodox schools, nk. Isyiiya, Yaiseshika, S^anklfya, 
Yoga, Purva Mimamsa and Tlttara Mimainsa 
or' Vedanta, the last two are intimately con-- 
nected with the ■\^edas, which is one of the reasons 
why they are not mentioned in the Taina and" 


’ Astika (orthodox) and Nastika (heterodox) had’ 
nothing to do with belief or noi\-belief in the existence 
of a God. Siinkhya and Mimanisa which' did not accept- 
an Iswara were yet regarded Astika (drthbdbk). 
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literature, while the others are men- 

itioned. 

'Fhese six orthodox systems of thought deve- 
doj[)ed side by side at different intellectual centres, 

• of Avlii<di there were a good number all over the 

• country even during the Upanishadic period. 
Again in each system there were shades of 

• difference. Thus for centuries philosoi>hic 
thought developed in India till at last it became 
‘SO uuAvieldy - that a regular systematization of 
each school of thought was found a great neces- 
sity. This led to the vSutra literature. 

THE sxttras 

These systematic treatises were written in 
-short aphorisms called Sutras, meaning clues, 
and were intended as memory-aids to long discus- 
•sions on any topic which the student had gone 
through. with his teacher or Guru. The thought 
was very much condensed, for much was taken 
for granted. Consequently the maximum of 
thought was compressed into these Sutras in as 
few words as possible. Madhwacharya , quotes 
from Padma Pui’ana a definition of the Sutra in 
his commentary on the Brahma-Sutras which 
runs as follows: 
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“People learned in Sutra literatnre say tliat a 
■ Sutra sliould be concise and unambiguous, give 
dhe essence of tlie arguments on a topic but at tbe 
-same time deal with all aspects of tbe question, 
d)e free from repetition and faultless.’’ Tbougb 
this definition states what a Sutra ought to be, 
dn practice, however, the desire for brevity was 
carried to such extremes that most part of the 
Sutra literature is now unintelligible, and ' this is 
^particularly so with respect to the Vedanta- 
.Sutras which has consequently given rise to 
idivergent systems. 

There was Sutra literature in every branch 
•of Indo-Aryaii knowledge which had become 
•cumbrous through centuries and required syste- 
matization. The authors of Sutras, as we see, 
•are not the founders of the thought or systems 
they propounded, but are mere systematizers of 
the thought developed on the subject by succes- 
sive generations of thinkers for centuries. The 
thought of these Sutras was much developed by 
later thinkers and even modified by them, 
though all of them disclaimed any originality 
in it, declaring that they were merely interpre- 
ting the Sutras. This was . specially the case 
with respect tp the philosophical Sutras. All 
thesis subsequent thinkers belonged to one or 
other of the six systems and developed ifs tradi- 
tionary thought from generation to generation, 
rendering it more and more perfect, and more 



nud luore seciire ao-aiiist tke ever new eriticisnis 
of rivul .scliools. Siicli interpretations of tli& 

vSntras gave rise to various kinds 6f literary writ- 
ing's like Vakyas, Vrittis, Karikas and Bliaskyas', 
of tliein being more and more elaborate- 
thsin the previous ones. 

THE nilAHMA-SXITBAS . 

Tile IJ2)anisha(ls do not contain any ready- 
jnade t;onsisteiii sy.siem of thought. At first- 
sight they seem to be ful] of contradictions. 
Itence arose ilu' necessity of systematizing the 
of i]ie IJpanishads. Badarayana, io' 
the antljor.shi|) of the Brahma-Sutras or 
Vedanta-Sutras is ascribed, is not the only one 
who had tried to systematize the philofsbphy of 
the IJpaniahads. From the Brahma-Sutras itself 
we find that there were other schools of Vedanta 
which had their own following. "VVe find the 
names of Andnlonii, Kasakrifsna, Badari, 
daimini, Karshnujiiii, »Asmarathya and others- 
mehtioned. All this shows that Badarayana’ s 
Suti-as do not constitute the only systematic work 
in the Vedanta school, though prohahly the last 
and best. All the sects of India pow hold this 
to bo the great authority and every new sect 
starts with a fresh commentary on it — ^udthoiii 
no sect can be founded in this conntry. 
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THE AUTHOR AH» HATE OF THE SUTRAS 

About Badaruyana, tbe author of tlie Sutras, 
very little is kuown to-day. Tradition, however, 
identifies him with Vyasa, the author of the Gita 
and the Mahiibharata. Sankara, however, in bis 
commentaries refers to Vyasa as the author of the 
Mahabhhrata, and the author of the Sutras he 
refers to as Badarayana. Perhaps to, him these 
two personalities were dift'erent. His followers, 
Vachaspati, Anandagiri and others identify 
Vyasa and Badarayana, while Ramanuja and 
other commentators on the Sutras attribute it to 
Vyasa. 

Deussen infers from the cross references in 
the works of Jaimini and Badarayana that they 
may have, been combined by a later editor into 
one work, and provided Avith the cross references. 
This combined woik, lie says, was commented upon 
by Upavarsha on whose work the commentaries 
of Sahara on the Putva Mimamsa and Sankara on 
the TJttara Mimamsa rest. Sankara’s commen- 
tary on 3. 3. 53 gives supijort to this last view 
and it also explains the popular idea that the two 
Miinamsas form one Sastra. This combined work 
might well have been arranged by Vyasa, the 
author of the Mahithharata. Or it may be that 
he had written them himself according to the 
views that were traditionally handed down as 
Badarayana’ s. This latter view easily accounts 
for the reference to Badarayana by name in the 
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* The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy (1912 Impression), 
p. 120. 


Sutras. That such a thing was not uncommon 
in ancient India is established by Colebrook on 
the authority of Indian commentators of Mann 
Yajnavalkya.^ Max Muller also says that 
Badarayana and other similar names are simply 
eponymous heroes of diiferent philosophies.^ 

In support of the view that the two persons 
one it can be pointed out that there existed 
time of Panini Sutras known as Bhikshu- 
Sutras which are identified by Vachaspati with 
the Vedanta-Sutras. The subject-matter of the 
Yedanta-Slitras being Brahman, the knowledge 
of which is pre-eminently meant for Sannyasins, 
it might well be called Bhiksliu-Sutras. Panini 
in his Sutras ascribes these Bhikshu-Sutras to 
the son of Parasara, i,e., Yeda-Yy^sa, 
called Badarayana as he had Hb 
in the Himalayas, That the 
and Purva Mimamsa-Sutras must 
have existed before Panini can also, be inferred 
from, the commentary on both of them by Upa- 
who is said to be the Guru of Panini in 
the Katha-saritsagara, though we must admit it 
•cannot be conclusively proved that the two IJpa- 
varshas are one and the same person. 

The identity of the Vedanta-Sutras and the 
Bhikshu-Sutras would no doubt fix the date of 
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iJie Sutras very early, before Buddba, and a 
<iuestioii may arise bow such an early work could 
liavo referred to various other scbools of philoso- 
jdiy of a much later date and refuted them. In 
ibis connection we must not forget that the 
author of the Sutras does not refer to any founder 
of the dif erent schools by name. He even does 
aiot use the technical terms of tke diferent schools 
4{s they are known to us to-day. During that 
gjuat i^hilosophical ferment which followed at 
the close of the Upanishadic period various meta- 
X)hysieal views were held which later develoxied , 
in definite channels. Therefore the fact that 
Badarayana is acquainted with certain systems of 
thought which later came to he associated with 
•(jertain names does not show that Badarayana 
•was later than these persons. These later names 
wei'e by 3io means the original founders of these 
sy steins of thought, but only gave definite shaxie 
to stnne particular thought that was found in that 
mass of philosophical speculations which existed 
dll that period. Badarayana could anticipate 
even the Buddhistic and Jaina schools, for 
Buddha and Mahavira also were not the found- 
•ers of any altogether new schools of philosophy 
but imbibed much of the thought current in the 
-country at the time. There was no revolutionary 
departure in their philosophy, but it was their 
great personality that shaped the history of India 
for centuries. As regards Jaina thought we know 
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definitely tliat it existed from even before liie- 
time of 1‘arswanatli (8tli ot 9tli century B. (J.). 
In fact all these systems must have beloiig-ed to- 
the same period of philosojjhical ferment which 
preceded the rise of Buddhism. Thus a writer of 
the Vedunta-Hutras before Buddha may well be 
acquainted with the different schools of , philo- 
sophy refuted in the Tarkapfida of that book^ 
though they might not have existed in the form 
in which we know them to-day or in the form irii 
which they liave been refuted by Sankara. . 

, Moreover, that the Yedanta-Sutras were- 
known to exist before Buddha can also be made- 
out from the (xiia. The date of the Ctita and the- 
original Mahabharata, of which the (fita is a 
part, can be fixed before the time of Buddha, 
Both of them are pre-Buddhistic, for they contain’ 
no reference to Buddha and Buddhism. Quota- 
tions from both are found in Bodhayana wlua 
belongs to 400 B.C. The language of the, Clita' 
also seems to belong to a period before Panini.. 
He is also conversant with the epic charactei's.. 
»So we can well say that the Gita and the Maha- 
blmrata were known before Buddha. Isow we- 
find a clear reference to the Brahma-vSntras, in 
Gita Id, 4, where the w(wd ‘Brahma-Sutra-padaih." 
occurs, 'riiis is a definite reference to the- 
Vedania-Sutras. The full text runs as follows: 
’“'This has been sung by tlie Eishis in varions 
way.s and in different metres and definitely and! 
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logically by tlie words of ■ the Bralima-Sutrasi’ 
Tilak argues in his Gita-Iiahasya that the first 
half refers to teachings which are disconnected 
;aiid unsystematic and therefore refers to the 
i;j)anishads, while the later half to soniething* 
^definite and logical — a difference that is clearly 
lu'pught out by this stanza and therefore refers to 
the systematized thought in the Yedanta-Sutras. 
Max Muller too is of opinion that the Vedanta 
Sutras belong to.au earlier period than the Gita^ 
:and in the text just quoted he finds a clear. ref er- 
<ence to the I'ecognized title of the Vedanta or 
Brahma-Sutras.^ Indian commentators on the 
Gita like Eamauuja, Madhwa and others, identify 
the Vedautu-Sutras in this passage of the Gita. 

But if the Vedanta-.Sutras be of an earlier 
date than tlie Gita, liow could it contain refer- 
-em?es to the Gita? In. Sutras 2.. 3. 45 and 4. 2. 21 
nil the conniientators quote the same text of the 
Gita, and there seems to he no doubt that they 
ure right. These cross references show that the 
■author of the Gita had a .hand in the • present 
recension of the Sutras. This is also made clear 
by the rejection of the fourfold Vyuha of the 
Bhagavatas both by the Gita and the Sutras and 
the great predominance given to the Saiikhya 
•school in both. The Gita accepts the' Sankhya 

* The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy, p. 113 . 

^Jbid, p 118 . 
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view of creation bxit modifies it to some extent 
and makes tlie Pradfiaiia snbservient to tlie- 
Supreme Brahman whicli is non-dnal. In the 
Yed&,nta-Sntras also tlie antlior refutes the* 
dualism of tlie Sankliyas. Otherwise he has no 
objection to accepting' the Pradha,na or Prakriti 
principle dependant on the Supreme Lord 
1, 4. 2-3).' Sankara in his Bhashya on these- 
makes this quite clear. 

Prom what has been said above we find that 
are vslroug grounds for believing' that the- 
Vedanta-Sutras must have existed before Buddha 
and that if Badai'ayana and Veda-Vyasa are not 
one and tlie same person as tradition holds, tho 
latter must have had a . hand in the present 
necension of the Sutras, though it is very difficult 
to say to what extent— whether it was hy way of 
merely revising the original Sutras of BadarS,- 
yaua or writing them down in toto' after the 
teachings of Badarayana. 


COilMENTATOHS ON THE BEAHMA-SUTRAS 

It has already been shown that the Bralmia- 
Sutras of Badarayana somehow gained promi- 
nence and popularity and as a result all the great 
Acharyas have written commentaries on it. The 
oldest of the extant commentaries is by Sank-ara,, 
the exponent of Monism. A Vritti by Bpavarshai 
is mentioned by Sankara and Bhaskara ancl a 
Vritti by Bodhayana is referred to and often. 
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quoted •by Ramanuja iix his Sri Bhashya. Saa- 
kara does aot refer to Bodhayana. According to 
Vedanta Desika the two are one person. Unfor- 
tunately this work of Bodhayana is not ayailable 
now, Ramanuja quotes also from the Dramida 
Bhashya which evidently belongs to the Bhakti 
cult of Southern India. Sankara was followed 
by* a host of commentators on these Sutras — 
Yadava Prakasha, Bhaskara, Vijnana Bhikshu, 
Ramlnuja, Yilakantha, Sripati, Wimbarka^ 
Madhwa, Vallabha and Baladeva. There are even 
some recent commentaries, though of not much 
value. All these try to maintain that their 
system is the one that Badarayana propounded 
through his Sutras. 

At present, however, only five of these great 
commentators have a large following — Sankara, 
the exponent of Monism; RamSiUnja, the expo- 
nent of Visishtddvaita or qualified Monism; Kim- 
barka, the exponent of Bhedahhedavada or the 
theory of difference and non-difference; Madhwa., 
the exponent of Dualism; and Vallabha, the ex- 
ponent of Suddhadvaitavada. All of these sys- 
tems seem to he based on the views of one or 
other of the ancient Vedanta schools which we 
find Badarayana referring to in his Sntras. 

A question may he raised how the same work 
could have given rise to so many conflicting 
schools of thought. The reasons are many. In 
the first place the brevity of the Sntras leaves 
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much to be supplied by the coiumeHtators, and in 
absence of an universally accepted unbroken 
tradition each is free to 'do this according to his 
preconceived ideas. Sometimes even without 
supplying anything the same Sutra is capable of 
being intejpreted differently and even conveying 
quite the opposite meaning {e.g. Sankara and 
Ramanuja on 3. 2. 3i) by the mere shifting, of 
the stops. Again, while there is a tradition 
which is accepted more or less by all as regards 
the arrangement into cha])ters and sections, there . 

no such accepted tradition as regards the divi- 
“sion into Aclhikurauas (topics), nor is there any- 
tliing authoritative to guide us as to which Sutras 
form the Purvapaksha or the /jr/mu facie view 
and which give the Siddhanta or the author’s 
view. So every one is free to divide the Sutras 
into topics according to his own choice and regard 
any Sutras avS giving the author’s view. Then 
le Sutras do not give any reference as 
texts of the scriptures are being dis- 
as a result the commentator is free to 
select any texts from that vast repertory, so 
much so’ that it often happens that different com- 
mentators see different topics discussed in the 
same set of Sutras. Added to all this is the 
difiicully that Badarayana is often silent as re- 
his own decision and that on fundamental 
questions. He merely gives the views of different 
Vedantins and ends the topic {vicLe 1. 4. 20-22). 
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Tlie five great comnieiitators more or less 
on certain points, especially where ^ the 
author attacks the principles of the non-Vedantic 
:K{.*ho(>ls. All of them agree that Brahman is the 
cause of this world and that knowledge of It 
leads to final emancipation which is the goal to 
he attained; also that Brahman can be known 
only through the scriptures and not through 
mere reasoning. But they difter amongst them- 
selves as to the nature of this Brahman, Its 
causality with respect to this world, the relation 
of the individual soul to It aud the condition of 
the soul in the state of release. 

’ Brahman according to Sankara is attribute- 
less, immutable, Piire Intelligence.; Iswara 
;tu:cording to him is a product of Maya— the 
highest reading of. the Nirguna Brahman by the 
individualijsed soul. The world is a Yivarta or 
ntpparent transformation through Maya of the 
iYirguna Brahman but' not in reality. The diva 
ill reality is all-x>ervading and identical with 
Brahman, tliough as. individualized by its XJpadhi 
(adjunct), the internal organ, it t'egards itself as 
atomic, as an agent, and as a part of the Xiord. 
The knowers of the hfirguna Brahman attain It 
.directly and have not to go by “the path of the 
gods”, it is the knowers of the Saguna Brali- 
auan that go by that path to Brahmaloka from 
•' where they do not return but attain Brahman at 


XVI 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


tile end of tlie cycle. Knowledge is the only 
means to Liberation. 

To Ramanuja and the other commentators- 
Brahman is not attributeless but an essentially 
Bei’vsonal (lod possessing infinite benign attri- 
butes. They hold that though personality as we- 
experience it in man is limited, it need not be- 
invariably connected with personality as Sankara' 
thinks, so as to contradict infinity. They do nob 
accept the Maya doctrine, for to them the world' 
is real, and so they accept that the world is pro- 
diKted from Brahman. Madhwa, however, accepts- 
It only as the efficient cause and not as the 
material cause also. The Jiva according to thiiu 
is really atomic, an agent, and a part of the- 
Lord. The kiiower of Brahman goes by the path 
of the gods to Brahnialoka where he attains 
Brahman and does not return to this mortal 
world. They do not make any distinction of 
higher and lower knowledge like Sankara-.. 
According to them Bhakti is the chief means to 
Liheration, and not Jnana. 

Thus to all of them Brahman, the world, and' 
the souls are all realities. Ram.anuja integrates 
the three into one organic whole and says that 
Brahman has for Its body the other two. Kini- 
barka integrates the three by his Bhedabheda- 
vada, i.e. the relation of the sentient and insen- 
tient world with Brahman is one of difference 
and non-difference. Madhwa, a thorough-going 
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clualist, regards tliese tliree as quite independent, 
eternal entities, tliougli Bralinian is tlie ruler ot ‘ 
tke otker two. To Yallablia tke world and tlie 
souls are Bralinian Itself. TKey are real and 
their relation to Braliman is one of identity, a# 
that of parts to a whole. ^ 

SANKAEA's INTERERETATIOIS- OF THE SUTEAS 

There is a strong opinion current amongst 
scholars to-day that whatever be the merit of 
Sankara’s metaphysical doctrines considered by 
themselvEt or even as doctrines elucidating the 
teachings of the TJpanishads, he is not faithful to 
Badarayana’ in his interr>retation of the Sutras., 
They hold that Badarayana was ignorant of a 
twofold Brahman and consequently of a twofold 
knowledge; that he was not aware of the doctrine- 
of Maya and so did not hold that the world was 
unreal, but that Brahman underwent a real 
change into this world-order; and that the Sutras 
do not hold the vieAV of absolute identity of 
the individual soul and Brahman. In short their 
view is that the system of Badarayana is a theistic 
system which has more afanities with the systems- 
of Ramanuja and Nimbarka than with Sankara’s 


* For details, see the various BhAshyas on Sutras 1. 1. 2, 
1. 4. 23, 26, 2. 1. 26-28, 2. 3. 18-53, 3. 2, 11-30, 4. 2. 12-14,. 
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})ure Non-dualism. This view is iiotliing new. 
Bliaskaia at the beginning’ of liis commentary on 
the Sutras accnses Satihara of this very tbing. But 
.-at the same time we can also cite Sandilya, the 
author of the Bhukti-Sutras, who in Sutra 30 of 
his work refers to ’Badarayana as a Monist, which 
shows til at the view that Badarayana was an 
Abhedavadin Avas ]>revalent in ancient days, even 
as early as the Sutra period. 

It is not ijossihle to deal with such a contro- 
versial subject in a short Introduction like this. 
All the same we shall take some salient points 
■connected with this discussion and try to see how 
far such a (*riticism against Sankara is justified. 
At the outset, Inwever, it is fair to admit that at 
places Sankara’s interpretations seem to he far- 
fetched; but this is by no means a defect of his 
Bhashya alone but of all the other extant 
Bhashyas as well. Moreover, in such a critical 
•study AVB shall not gain much if we follow the 
letter of the Sutras, missing the general spirit of 
the AS’ork as a wliole. It is possible to give a con- 
‘sistent interpretation of the Sutras by following 
'the letter of the Sutras and at the same time miss 
the general spirit of the work as a whole. 

■^‘The Sruti texts give rise to a wrong vieAV if they 
'4a]’e not studied as ojie (iounected AA'hole” — in other 
•words the letter often kills the spirit. 
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Svfra 2 aims at a Nirfjuna Brahman: 

To start with, let ns take the definition of 
Brahman given by Badarayana in Sntra 2. Sntra 
1 says that Brahman is to be inquired into, for the • 
knowl'edg'e of It leads to Moksha (Liberation). The 
next Sutra defines Brahman and so naturally we - 
have to understand that the Brahman the know-- 
ledge of whic'.h gives Moksha is defined here. As 
such we get a Saguna Brahman as the subieet- • 
matter of- the Sastra and not the Nirguna Brahman 
of Sankara which is Existence, Knowledge, Bliss . 
Absolute. vSo it appears that the author at the 
very beginning of the work precludes any chance j 
of Sankara’s doctrine being read in his Sutras. 
But let us investigate into the matter a little and' 
see whether it is actually so. 

After the statement in Sutra 1 that Brahman 
is to be known, naturally the question about the 
nafure of Brahman arises. The Sutrakara (apho- 
rist) here anticipates an objection that Brahman 
cannot be defined at all. For whatever we cognize- 
in this world is limited and as such cannot be a 
characteristic of Brahman which is infinite. A 
limited thing cannot define an unlimited thing. 
Nor can any characteristic which is absolutely 
beyond our experience, like Eeality etc., define- 
Brahman, for it is only a well-known characteris- 
tic 1hat defines a thing and distinguishes it from 
other things. Again the scriptures cannot define 
Brahman, for being absolutely unique It cannot 
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>be expressed in sx)eeeh, Tims in tlie absence of 
any definition Bralmian cannot be a thing worth 
inquiring into and cannot serve any human pur- 
pose, To refute all vsuch objections the Sutrakara 
(letines Brahman in Sutra 2. Granted that the 
world we experience cannot define Brahman as 
feeing a quality of It or as being identical with It, 
.yet the quality of being the (vsupposed) cause of 
dhe world may indicate It. “Birth etc.” men- 
tioned in the Sutra define Brahman 'pcr accidens. 
Though they inhere in the world and do not per- 
tain to Brahman, the causality connected there- 
■with pertains to Brahman and therefore the defini- 
tion holds good. This causality indicates Brahman 
•even as the snake indicates the rope when we say 
that that which is the snake is the rope, where the 
a'ope is indicated by the snake owing to the illusory 
(tonnection between the two. This definition, 
therefore, actually aims at the Nirguna Brahman 
:and cannot be taken us a definition of the Saguna 
Brahman.^ 

Again the Sutra refers to the Taittiriya text, 
“That from which these beings are born... That 
is Brahman” etc. (3.1) and the word ‘that’ here 
refers to the Brahman defined as Existence, 
Knowledge, and Infinite in the immediately pre- 
ceding section, the Ananda ValH. Therefore from 

^ Bhamati and Ratnaprabha on Sankara’s comments on 
•Sutra 2 . : 
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iliis text itself we get at tlie real nature of 
Braliinan. 

Yet it may be questioned why the author 
should give an indirect definition of Brahman in- 
stead of defining It in Its real nature as, “Exist- 
*}nee, Knowledge, Bliss is Brahman.” The answer 
is that the author has followed here the univer- 
sally accex)ted prihciple of taking a student step 
by step from a lower to a higher truth, from a 
grosser to a subtler one. It is indeed by first 
pointing to the end of the branch of a tree that 
•one points out the moon to the child. Similarly, 
first Brahman as the Cause is distinguished from 
this world of products, and finally by saying that 
from Bliss this universe is born, It is difterentia- 
ted from other probable causes like atoms, the 
Pradhana, etc. In this way finally Brahman's 
tt‘eal nature as distinguished from everything felse 
is described. The aspirant whose mind is turned 
away from the world of the senses first compre- 
hends Brahman as the cause of the world. 
Though in Itself as the Inner Self Brahman is 
immediate, yet we have the idea that It is remote. 
Hence the Sruti first teaches that Brahman is the 
cause of the world, and then to remove this false 
notion of remoteness it teaches that It is one with 
the Inner )Self. So long as this identity is not 
realized, It appears to be the cause of the world. 

That Bliss which admits of no difference is 
Brahman we learn from the Chhandogya 
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Upaiuahad. ‘^The Blmman (IiifiiiitB) only is Bliss^ 
This Infinite we must desire to understand’' 
Wlnit is this Infinite which is called; 
Bliss? The IJpanishad ' exiduius : “Where one 
sees nothing' else, hears nothing else, understands- 
nothing* else, that is the Infinite. Where one sees 
something else, hears something else, under- 
stiinds something else, that is the finite. The 
Infinite is immortal, the finite is morial” {Ibid.. 
7.i;J4..1). This noii-dnal Bliss is the Infinite, the- 
Brahman defined in Anatulu Vulli as Existence, 
Knowledge, Infinite is Brahman, and from this all 
erealion springs — so understood Bhrigu, the son of. 
Varuna. 

Again the Taittiriyu text, “That from which 
all beings are born... Try to Icnow that. That is- 
Brahman,” aims at defining a non-dual Brahman 
as Ihe only reality and does not define a Saguiia 
Brahniai). It defines Brahman as the efficient 
and also as the material cause of the universe, 
since It is the place of dissolufion of the world.. 
Being the material cause of eA^erything, It is the 
basic reality behind everything and this gives rise 
to the intuition that Brahman is non-dual and 
that everything else is unreal. Its being the 
efficient cause also establishes the fact that It is- 
non-dual, as it precludes anything else being siu*h 
an efficient cause. Thus this definition, Avhich is- 
but one, qualifies pev accident ihe nmr-dual Brah- 
man as both the efii<-ient and material cause of 
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-^tke universe. Tliis material causality of Brahman 
which is non-dual, immutable Intelligence can- 
not be one of origination, as by primeval atoms, 
by whose combination something new is created- 
nor can it be one of modification, as of the Pra- 
dhana of the vSankhyas. It is through Vivarta or 
apparent modification through Maya or Nescience 
that Brahman is transformed into this universe. 
This universe is therefore illusory.^ That this is 
in accordance with Badarayana’s view is made 
clear by the fact that he uses the word ‘Sat’ as a 
characteristic epithet to denote Brahman,; which 
he would not have done if he had considered the 
Jivas and the world also real like Brahman {vide 
Sutra 2.3. 9). The word ‘Sat’ here is interpreted 
by all commentators to denote Brahman. 

Thus we find that this definition is given hy 
Badarayana to indicate a Nirguna (attributeless) 
and Nirvisesha (absolute) Brahman and not a. 
Saguna Brahman and he has selected a significant 
text from the wide range of scriptural texts for 
defiaing his Brahman. 

Ih Brahman the real or apparent came of the 
world?' 

Now let us take up the Sutras about the 
causality of Brahman, viz. Sutras 1. 4. 23-27 and 
Sutra 2. 1. 14. Before that let us have a brief 

Siddhantaleshci, Brahtna LakshanavichSra. 
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summary of the work uj) to 2. 1. 14. After de- 
fining* Brahman in Sutra 2 the Sutrakara from 
1. 1. 5 to 1. 4. 13 and in 1. 4. 23-27 shows that all 
the scriptural texts teach that Brahman is both 
the efficient and the material cause of the uni- 
verse, refuting the Sankhyas in 1. 1. 5-11 and in 
1. 4. 1-13. Sutras 1. 4. 14-22 refute the Sankhyan 
objection that there are contradictions in the 
Sruti texts with respect to the Birst Cause. 
Pinally vSutra 28 says that by what has been said 
against the Sankhyas the others also are refuted. 
Sutras 2. 1. 1-3 reject the authority of the San- 
khya and Soga Sinritis as against the scriptures. 
Sutras 4-11 answer through reasoning without the 
nid of texts the Sankhyan objection based on 
reasoning that Brahman , cannot be the material 
•cause of the world, for It and the world are of 
•different nature and as such the relation of cause 
•and effect cannot exist between them, Sutra 12 
refutes the validity of reasoning in matters tran- 
•scendental and thus refutes all schools which arrive 
at, their doctrines through reasoning. Sutra 13 
answers another objection of the Sankhyas that if 
Brahman be the material cause, then there would 
result non-distinctipn between enjoyer and things 
enjoyed, a fact established by experience. The 
'Sutra refutes it saying* that such a difference can 
•exist in non-different things even as we have 
waves, foam, etc. in the sea and so the Vedantic 
•doctrine cannot be set aside on the ground of 
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♦coutradictioii to our experience. ISfow, duality and 
non-duality cannot exist in one and tlie same 
dliing', for they are mutually contradictory. The 
^xaniple of the sea and the waves would he apt 
if Urahinan had aspects, but non-dual reality does 
not admit of such asijects. Moreover, Sutra 13 
has not established the truth of the scriptural 
■statement, “By the knowledge of the one every- 
thing else is known” which was referred to 
in Sutra 1. 4. 23. To establish these two 

thing's Sutras 14-20 declare that the eft’ects are in 
xeality uon-diherent from the cause, i.e. they have 
no existence apart from the cause. ^ ISTon-differ- 
^ence here does not mean identity but that there is 
no difference.^ In other words the two, Brahman 
^and the world, have not the same grade of reality. “ 
That is what is meant. If the world is something 
■dift’erent from Brahman it would contradict such 
'Sruti texts as, “All this was but the Self” (Brih. 
1. 4, 1., 1. 4. 17). Again if the world is real, it 
-would contradict texts like, “There is nothing* 
whatsoever here” (Brih. 4. 4. 19). Therefore the 
world is iion-dift‘erent from Brahman. But iden- 
tity is not what is meant by non-dift'erence,' for 
■this is impossible between the world and Brahman, 
vthey being mutually different in nature. Hence 

^ Sankara on Sutra 14. ■ 

^ Bhamati on Sutra l4. 

Siddhantalesha. Brahma'kAranatyayiojh^ra. 
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nou-diJS-'ereixce means that it iias no existence apart 
from Bralnnan, it precludes dift'erenc.e. Tlie- 
denial of identity, however, does not esfeblisli 
tile difference of the world and Brahman, but 
establishes the apparent identity or the illusory 
nature of the world, even as the illusory snake is 
seen in the ro])e. This is what the (dihundogya 
text 6. 1. 4 tries to teach. Thus only by the- 
knowledg'e of one thing' can everything be known, 
on any other assumption it would be impossible 
to establish it. The non-diiference of the world 
from Brahman being established, the question 
naturally arises that Brahman would then be res- 
ponsible for creating evil for the Jiva which is- 
one with It. This is answered in Sutras 2. I. 
21-23- Sutras ^4-25 show how Brahman, though 
destitute of materials and instruments, yet is the 
cause of the world even as milk turns into curds 
without any extraneous help. The example cited 
raises a fresh objection in Sutra .21) that Brahman 
cannot at the same time be both immutable and 
be transformed inti) tlia world'. Against this 
Sutra 27^^ says that the Sruti states both these 
views and so they have to be accepted, as the- 
Sruti is the only authority with respect to 
Brahman. As to how these two views are to be 
reconciled, Sntra 281 says that even as in the in- 
dividual soul diverse creation exists in the dream 
state without marring its indivisibility, so also- 
this world, springs from Brahman. This example- 


INTRODUCTION 


xxvai 


wliicli is cited is very sigirificaiit as it shows that 
]l^a(larayaiia was quite familiar with Mayavada — 
tliat he considered this WM)rld rmreal in a higher 
sense even as the dream world is Maya (d. 2. 3). 
These two Sutras together with Sutras 2. 3. 50 
and 3. 2. 18 show that he viewed the world as 
.unreal. The subsequent Sutras establish that 
Brahman through Maya possesses all powders 
necessai'y for creation and so on. 

In the above summai’y we find how logically 
und consistently Sankara has interpreted the 
Sutras which leaves no room for disputes as. to 
what Badarayana meant in these Sutras. 

Thus in the whole of (Jhapter I and Section 1 
uf Chapter II Badarayana establishes the efiicient 
.and material causality of Brahman and in this 
his o])pouents are primarily the Sankhyas who 
■deny Its material causality. As they also quote 
dhe scriptures often in their support, they are the 
-foremost opponents in Badarayana’s view. He 
'disposes of others by saying that they too are 
refuted by these arguments. Sankara also, as 
■shown above, has in Ch. I, Sec. 4 and Ch. II, 
Sec, 1 (jonsistently interpreted the Sutras as 
directed against the Sankhyas or as answering 
Their objections. 

Some critics of Sankara, however, think that 
the reasoning employed by the aphorist against 
The Sankhyas in Sutras 4-11 of Oh. IL, Sec 1, 
■especially Sutra 6, would: be ' hardly appropriate 
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from Sankara’s point of -viiew, for according- to 
him the world springs not from Brahman as In- 
telligence, hut in so tar as It is associated with 
Maya. Similarly Sutra 24 which says that 
Brahman transforms Itself into the/ world like 
milk would he inappropriate if the world w'^ere 
unreal; Sutra 1. 4. 23 where Brahman is said to 
he the material and efficient cause of the world 
does not say that Brahman is the material cause 
through Maya; on the other hand Sutra 1. 4. 
uses the word ‘Barinamut’ to show how Brahman 
is changed into the world. 

This criticism does not seem to he relevant. 
In Sutras 2. 1. 4-11 the Sankhyas’ objection 
against the Vedantic doctrine of the material 
causality of Brahmpi is answered. Here the 
author is concerned only with establishing Brah- 
man as the material cause and' thus refuting the 
dualism of the Sankhyas who posit an indepen- 
dent principle, the Bradhana, as the Eirst Cause, 
and not with the true nature of this causality. 
Hp to Sutra 13 he refutes the objection from, the 
Sankhyas’ own realistic standpoint. His .own 
view as to the true signiheance of the causality 
is established in Sutra 14. It is not true that 
Sankara holds that Brahman as Pure Intelligence 
is not the material cause, hut' only as endowed 
with Maya. Brahman or Pure Intelligence aa 
such is the material cause of the world as Sutra 
1. 4. 23 says. But because of this, we cannot 
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with Maya which is inert. Everything in this 
world has five elements in its make-up viz. 
Asti, Bhati, Priya, Nama, and Pupa, the former, 
three have Brahman for its material cause corres- 
ponding to the three factors, Existence, Intelli- 
.gence and Bliss, and the last two consist of Maya 
and are unreal. ISTo doubt the aphorist takes the 
Parinama view as a workable basis in refuting 
the Sankhyas, But we have already said that it 
is a well established principle of Indian teachers 
to take the aspirant step by step to the final truth. 
;So Badarayana, by taking the Parinama view- 
point in his earlier Sutras where Brahman is re- 
ferred to as the Cause and establishing Yivarta 
in 2. 1. 14, has only followed this universally 
a(‘nepted method. , That the author is not for 
Paiunamavada is made clear by him in Sutras 
26-28, Sutra 28 clearly establishes the unreality 
of the world, it being illusory like the dream 
, world.. ... 

Coining to Rfimanuja’s commentary we find 
that he is not so logical or consistent as Sankara. 
According to him Brahnian has for Its body the 
entire universe with all its sentient and insen- 
tient beings in all Its states. When the souls 
and matter are in the subtle state, Brahman is in 
the causal condition and when they are in Ihe 
gross state It is in the effect state. The effect, 
i.e. the world, is thus seen to be non-different 
from the cause, i.e. the Supreme Brahman {vide 
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Sri Bliasliya Sutras 1. 4. 27 and 2. 1. 15). Badara- 
yana does not seem, to hold this view, for nowhere 
<loes he say that Brahman has for Its body 
the souls and matter. Even if 2. 3, 43 should 
mean that the souls are the body of Brahman, 
there is no similar Sutra to show that matter too 
is Its body. Moreover, .if Brahman is the 
material cause of the world through Its insentient 
part only, as the above view leads to, then Sutra 
1. 4. 23 which says ‘that Brahman as Intelli- 
gence is the material cause would be contradicted 
and Sutras 2. 1. 2G-28 also would be useless, for 
the question of the whole of Brahman passing 
over into t^e world does not arise at all. ISfor 
tcan the relation of cause and effect exist between 
Brahman in the causal and the effect state for it 
is the same Brahman in either case. Even if 
such a relationship be granted, it would make 
: Sutras 2. 1. 4-0 meaningless, for there can be no 
■difference of nature in Brahman in the two states 
as between Brahman and the world — the sentient 
.and the insentient. Bamanuja directs Sutra 14 
against the Vaiseshikas, but tve do not ffnd the 
author making anybody elsp but the Sankhyas 
the opponents. The rest he disposes of by saying 
that the arguments against the Sankhyas refute 
■ others also {vide 1. 4. 28 and. 2. 1. 12). The in- 
terpretation of Sutra 2. 1. '28 by Ramanuja is 
very far-fetched. His explanation that because 
things possess different qualities ^ . owing to the 
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dift'erence in. their essential nature, Brahmaii 
which, is unique can x) 0 ssess qualities beyond oar 
experience, is not to the point, while Sanlcaru’s 
interpretation is very happy as it gives us an 
idea as to how it is possible for Brahman to create 
the world and yet remain immutable. Moreover, 
Ramanuja has not explained in Sutras 20-28 the 
contradiction in the Sruti texts, while SEinhara’a- 
interpretation reconciles the contradiction through 
reasoning, and such reasoning as is not against 
the Sruti texts is quite acceptable to all Yedan- 
tins; in fact that is what that author proposes to' 
do in this XTttara-Mimamsa work of his. 

Coming to Nimbarka, his line of argument on 
these Sutras relating to the causality of • Brahman 
is to establish the Bhedabheda doctrine. Sutra 
2, 1, 13 he interprets first like Sankara. But in- 
Sutra 14 the word he interprets as 

5 ‘not absolutely diferent.’ That 

is, the efiect is not absolutely different from 
the cause : it has no separate existence from 
Brahman. Thus from Sutra 13 which says that 
Brahman and the .Tiva are di-fferent, Sutras 4-6' 
which say that the insentient world is different 
from It and Sutra 14 which says that they have 
no separate existence apart from Brahman, Kim- 
barka- concludes that between Brahman and the 
sentient and insentient world there is difference as- 
well a.s non-difference. But such a thing in one and 
the same entity is impossible. Tlie Chhandogya 
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text says that tlie clay alone is real and not 
the thing's made of clay, for they are mere names,, 
unreal. Take for example a clay pot ; when we- 
cogni^ie it as a pot we are not conscious of its be- 
ing* clay and when we cognize it as clay we miss- 
the pot, though both these aspects are inherent in 
it. So we have to conclude that its nature is 
illusory, for it is not cognized as what it is. That 
which is non-different from a thing and- yet 
appears to be diherent and which depends upon 
the non-difference for its existence cannot but be 
illusory. So between the pot and the clay, the 
latter alone is real and not the pot. Similar is the 
case with Brahman and the world. Brahman- 
alone is real and the world is unreal. “When all' 
this is hut the Self, how could one see another?”’ 
(Brill, 2- 4. 14). Ohhandogya 6, 16 calls one who 
sees variety as false-minded and the one who sees- 
unity as true-minded. But to people who are in 
ignorance both difference and non-difference seem- 
to be real, the unity being understood through 
the scriptures and variety through direct percep- 
tion. This is only a relative or 'Vyavabhrika- 
state. The truth is unity. Therefore Nimbarka’s- 
.view cannot be correct. 

Does 'Bddardyana accept Pdp^chardtra view? 

In Section 2 of Chapter ;H the author takes 
So long he whe en. the defensive. 

h$ ^ refnte.s through 



the offensive. 

In the whole of this secfioh 
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reasoning' alone, -without recour.se to the Sruti 
texts, the vai'ious schooLs ot philosophy of the 
time. In this .section he refutes those schools of 
thought that were regarded by the orthodox sec- 
tion as outside the .sphere of the Vedas. We have 
enough references in ancient works like the Maha- 
bharata and some of the Pur^nas that all these 
schools refuted iii Section 2 by the author were so 
regarded. The Siva Mahinma Stotra contains the 
verse -^rr: which shows 

that Saiikliya, Yoga, Pasupata and Vaishnava 
(which iiicludes Pain’haratra) schools of , thought 
-were regarded as dilferent from ^ or the 
Vedic, religion with ’its two branches, Karma- 
kauda and Jnanakanda, Moreover, we find that 
in many works 'of the PtocharMra school the 
Vedas are held in contempt. Sankara himself 
^quotes such a text. The scholiasts Govindananda 
tand Anandagiri also quote similar texts. ’There- 
fore they must have been definitely regarded by 
. the ancients as .outside the pale of the Vedas and 
we cannot reasonably expect Badarayana to have 
accepted their view as his final conclusion in a 
work meant to systematijse the' orthodox thought 
of the Ijpanishads. Of course, to that portion 
which does not contradict the Vedas he has no 
'ohjectidai;^ nor has Sankara, as he has made it 
■clear in his BhAshya on Sutras 42 and 43, Rama- 
nuja, however, sees in Suti'as 44 and 45 the 
-acceptance of the Pancharatra doctrine by a 
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refutation of tlie objections raised against it in 
Sutras 42-43. But liis interpretations are' 
stretched. Sutra 45 lie twists to mean, “And 
because tbe creation of tbe soul is contradicted! 
by tliis Sastra”, saying thereby that the question 
raised in Sutra 42 as to tbe creation of tbe soul 
does not arise at all, as this school does not hold 
the view. The way in which this Sutra is stretch- 
ed by Eamanuja can easily be seen by comparing 
it with Sutra 10 where Badarayana uses the same- 
wording, “And on account of contradiction,” etc, 
to mean that contradiction in the Sanhhya system 
makes it unacceptable to the wise. This seems to- 
be the Sutrakara’s view here also. Dr. Thibaut 
thinks, “It would not be unnatural proceeding to 
close the polemical section wifh a defence of that 
doctrine which in spite of objections has to be 
viewed as the true one;” But that being the pur- 
pose of the whole work itself, we cannot reasonably 
think that the author establishes his doctrine in 
these two Sutras. Moreover, no other commenta- 
tor sees the acceptance of the Pancharatra doc- 
trine in this topic. Vallablia follows Sankara. 
Nimbarka sees the refutation of'Saktivada in the- 
topic. He is therefore consistent in that he 
regards the whole of Section 2 as being devoted to- 
a refutation of views ^not "^acceptable to the author . 
He accepts the Pancharhtra system and so he 
finds some other subject in this topic, though on 
this account his interpretation i^ not happy. Bnt 
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if Vyasa had auy hand in this work as already 
•shown, then we cannot but see the refutation of 
the Pancharalra system in these Sutras, for we 
find that he does not accept this doctrine even in 
fliis Gita. 

The Jim’s real nature: 

Now we come to Sutras 2. 3. 16-53 which deal 
with the nature of the soul and its relation to 
Brahman. All except Sankara interpret these 
Sutras to mean that the soul is atomic, an agent, 
.and a part of the Lord. Sankara alone says that 
the atomicity, agency, and being a part are not 
the diva’s real nature, but its nature as a Sam- 
isarin (transmigrating entity) and that in reality it 
ns all-pervasive and identical with Brahman. 

The author defines Brahman as the cause etc. 
of this world of sentient and insentient things in 
Sutra 2, referring to the Taittiriya text, “That 
<out of which all these creatures are born” etc. 
(3. 1). It is clear, therefore, that the world of 
■sentient and insentient things has sprung from 
Brahman. Hence the Jivas too have sprung from 
"the Lord. But in Sutra 17 the author says that 
the individual soul is not produced. Thus he con- 
tradicts his definition and also the enunciation of 
the scriptures that “by 'the knowledge of one 
thing everything else is known” (Chh. 6. 1). 
'The Sutrakara at every place makes this ennncia- 
dion the corner-stone of his argument. So we 
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liave to reconcile it and the autW’s definition of 
Brahman with his statement in Sutra 17 which 
drives ns to the conclusion that the Jiva as such, 
as a Samsarin, is an efiect, hut in its real nature 
it is eternal and identical with Bfahnian. That 
the nature of the Jiva as we experience it is 
unreal is made clear by him in Sutra 16. What 
originates is its connection with its adjuncts, gross 
and subtle, wh'ich is unreal. From this stand- 
point it is also clear why the author treats the 
question of the Jiva’s nature and its relation to 
Brahman in this section which reconciles contra- 
dictions in the Sruti texts with respect to creation. 
There are different statements about the nature of 
the Jiva also and these he reconciles in this sec- 
tion, showing thereby that in its real nature it is 
not created and is identical with Brahman, but as 
a Samsarin it is an eft'e(’t, atomic, an agent, and 
a part of Brahman. Even as Iswara- or Brahman 
limited by Nescience is not eternal, so is the Jiva 
limited by the body, mind, etc. not eternal but 
in its true nature it is eternal. Bereft of their 
TJpadhis both are Pure Intelligence and identical. 
That is why the Taittiriya XJpanishad after say- 
ing, “Existence, Knowledge, Infinite is Brah- 
man' ’ (2. 1) says, “Erom That verily— from this 
^elf — is the ether born" etc.^S. 1), thus identify- 
ing the self as bereft of all its XTpadhis with 
Brahman. Taittiriya 2. 1, and 3. 1 cited by the 
Sutraskara in his definition of Brahman all i-efer 
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to the. same Pu-re Intellijfence. Thus the one 
‘Existence, Knowleclge, Infinite’ which is lure 
Intelligence, refiected in Nescience is Iswara, 
and reflected in the Antahkarana (internal organ) 
is the Jiva, which is borne out by the scriptural 
statement, “This Jiva has the efieet for the 
adjunct and Iswara has the cause tor the adjunct 
(Sukharahasya Up. 2. 12). This seems to be the 
true view-point which has guided the aphorist iu 
framing the Sutras of Section 3, Chapter II and 
in which sense Sankara also has interpreted them. 
The enunciatum also is not contradicted accord- 
ing to this interpretation. 

According to Bamanuja the souls are really 
effects of Brahman but have existed in It from all 
eternity as a mode or Prakara of Brahman. So 
also have the elements. Yet the latter are said 
to originate, as at the time of creation they 
undergo an essential change of nature. But the 
souls do not undergo such a change, they are 
always cognizing agents, but at the time of 
creation there is an expansion of their intelli- 
genoe and in this sense alone, i.e.^ m the sense 
that there is no essential change in their nature 
at creation, are the souls said to be not created 
(n>ide Sri Bhashya 2. 3. 18) while the elements 
which undergo change in their essential nature 
are said to he created. Badarayana nowhere 
says that the souls and Prakrifi which form the 
body of Brahman are Its effects; nor does he 
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oilier liancl 'is liappy. Tlie Sutrakara, 
established that the diva in its^ relative state is 
atomic and an agent but in reality all-pervading, 
refutes the view of those who hold that the Jivas 
are many and all-pervading in their relative 
state itself. Nimbarka and Vallabha also see the 
same subject in this topic which ^ shows that 
Ramanuja’s attempt to refute Advaita is far- 
fetched and not at all what the Sutrakara (apho- 
rist) means. . 

Nimbarka too regards the Jivas and Prakriti 
as effects of Rrahman ; but while matter undei- 
goes further modification after creation, the souls 
do not and in this sense the soul is said to be 
eternal by him also. Such a yiew stands refuted 
by the same arguments as are applied against 
Ramanuja’s view. Coming to Sutra 43 which 
says the J'iva is different as well as non-different 
from Brahman, it has already been shown by 
Sankara in 2. 1. 14 that such a thing is not 
possible m the same entity and that non-difference 
alone is real. 

‘'Let us now conclude this topic by consider- 
ing the reasonableness or otherwise of taking 
Sutras 19-28 as the decisive view of the author. 
According to this view the soul is atomic, for the 
vSruti declares it to be so (Mu. 3. 1. 9) and other 
texts mention its passing out of the body, going 
to heaven, etc. But fhen the Sruti also describes 
the Supreme Self as atomic in texts like, 
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'“.Siiialler tLan a. of barley” etc. (GMi. 3. 

14. 3). So liow can tve say that tlie Jiva alone is 
atomic and noi tlie Lord? If may be said that 
lexis say that Brahman is all-pervading-. “ All- 
tier va ding like the ether and eternal” etc.; 
“Greater than the sky, greater than heaven” etc. 
Bnt then the Srnti texts describe the soul also as 
all-})ervadiug'; “lie is indeed the great unborn 
Self” (Brill. 4. 4. 22); “Just as -when a pot is 
carried, the pot alone is carried, not the ether 
inside it, even so is the Jiva compared to the 
«ther,” which expressly says it is all-pervading. 
Nor will it serve any purpose to say that Brah- 
man, being- the material cause of the world, must 
be all-pervasive, for even the atomi(! Jiva creates 
■several bodies (Kayavyuha) and rules them and 
so Brahman though the material cause can yet 
be atomic. So neither by the Sruti texts nor by 
Teasouing can the differentiation of Brahman and 
the Jiva as all-pervasive and atomic be justified. 
But according to Advaita there is no disparity in. 
its reasoning in the . two cases. Braliman due to 
ITpadhi -(adjunct) appears atomic but in reality 
It is all-pervasive. So also is the Jiva in its 
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are of a secondary import and so have to be 
explained otherwise/ 

Is Brahman with or iHthout attributes: 

Now let us take up the Sutras in Chapter- 
Ill, Section 2, where Badarayana describes the 
nature of Brahman. Sutras 11-21 according to- 
Sankara deal with the reconciliation of texta 
which describe Brahman both as attributeless and 
as possessing attributes and mean that^ even from 
diference of place a twofold characteristic cannot 
be predicated of Brahman, because the scriptures- 
teach throughout .that Brahman is without attri- 
butes (11). If it be said that such difference ^ is 
taught by the scriptures we deny it, beca-use with 
respect to each form the Sruti declares just the- 
- opposite of that. The Sruti explains at every ins- 
tance that the form is not true and that behind 
all TJpadhis there is one formless principle {uicle 
Brih. 2. 5 1) (12). Moreover, some teach thus 
■{Vide Katha. 4. 11) (13), Verily Brahman is 
formless, for that is the purport of the texts (14^ 
And as formless light takes form, so^does Brah- 
man take form in connection -v^ith I.ipadhis which 
serve the purpose of Tjpasaiia (meditation) (15). 
It is Pure (Intelligence (lb). The Sruti and 
Smriti teach that It is attrihuteless (17). There- 
fore we have with respect to Brahman comparisons- 
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jike iiie images of tlie sub. The forms are mere 
rehectionSj they are not real (18). 

Eamauuja and Kimbarka ob. the other hautl 
•see quite a dilferent subject discussed in these 
Sutras. The topic is Bot whether Brahman is 
uttributeless or possesses attributes, but whether' 
It is polluted by imperfections owing to Its being 
inside everything as the Inner Ruler, even us the 
soul being embodied is subject to imperfections 
due to its states of waking, dreain, and dreamless 
fileep described in Sutras I-IO. Therefore accord- 
ing to Ramanuja the Sutras mean that even on 
account of place such as matter and soul there is 
aiot the possibility of the Supreme Lord being 
•c-ontaminated by imperfections, since everywhere 
in the scriptures Brahman is described as having 
a twofold characteristic, niz. freedom from imper- 
fections and ])ossessmg all blessed qualities (11). 
If it he said that since the soul also by nature 
possesses according to Chh. 8. 7 the twofold 
'characteristic of Brahmau and yet is subject to 
imperfections due to its connection, with a body, 
the Inner Ruler will likewise be subject to such 
icouclitions owing to its connection with bodies, we 
deny it, for the Sruti at every place denies it by 
‘Saying that Brahman is immortal and therefore 
free from imperfections {vide Brih, 3. 7. 3 — ^22). 
The imperfections in the soul are due to Karma, 
und the Lord who is not subject to it is therefore 
free from such imperfections . (12). Brahmau Can 
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be said, to have no form, as It is tlie originator of 
name and form and therefore is not subject to 
Xarma like the souls which being embodied are 
subject to it (14). To an objection that the 
differentiated form of Brahman is false, Sutra 15 
answers thus: Even as on account of texts like, 
“Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, Infinite” we 
have to accept that intelligence constitutes the 
essential nature of Brahman, so also we have to 
admit that It possesses a twofold characteristic, 
as otherwise such texts become meaningless (15). 
And the texts say that much only, i.e. that Brah- 
man has intelligence for its essential nature, and 
does not negative the other attributes of Brahman 
(lb). The Sruti and Smriti state thus (17). Eor 
this very reason are comparisons such as reflected 
images of the sun. Brahman, although abiding 
in manifold places, ever possesses the twofold 
characteristic and is not contaminated even as the 
snn reflected in dirty water is not polluted (18). 

Nimbarka also more or less follows Itania- 
nnja’s interpretation as regards Sutras 11-14. 
Sutras 15 and 1(5 he interprets in a different way, 
and sees in them an argument for establishing the 
. authority of the Sruti as absolute in the matter 
discussed in 11-14. Sutras 17-21 he iuterprets 
like Ramanuja, though he reads 21 as a separate 
Sxitra and not as a part of 20 as Ramanuja doe.s. 

A glance through these three commentaries 
on these Sutras convinces one of the superiority 
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and reasonableness and also of the logical con- 
sistency of Sankara's interpretation. Moreover,, 
it has the merit of dealing with the solution of 
an important doubt that arises in the mind ot 
even a casual reader of the TTpanishads, viz. as 
to the nature of Brahman — whether it is quali- 
hed or non-qualified ; for the Sruti texts seem to- 
support both views though they are contradictory. 
Bamanuja and Fimbarka ignore such an impor- 
tant subject and see a less important subject dis- 
cussed in these Sutras. Secondly, they fail tc 
bring out the force of the words of the Sutras in 
bold relief as Sankara does, e.g. ‘twofold charac- 
teristic' of Sutra 11 which refers to contradictory 
(qualities in Sankara, but not so in the other two. 
They therefore seem to overlook what is actually 
taught in the Sutras and bring in a subject- 
matter not meant by the aphorist. We shall be 
doing an injustice to Badarayana to think with 
Bamdijuja and Nimbarka that he had omitted to 
discuss such an important subject in his work 
meant to systematize the teachings of the XJpani- 
shads. 55 0 doubt Ramanuja broaches this subject 
in Sutras 15 anct 10 and says that both these 
views are to be accepted; but his interpretation 
of Sutra 16 is indeed stretched and cannot b^ 
accepted, while Nimbarka does not discuss the 
subject at all. We cannot think with Ram&nuja 
that Badarayana disposed pf such .an important 
subject in one or two Sutras in a topic which 
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deals with quite a di:fferent subject-matter and 
■of less inii)ortaiice. .Ramanuja’s introducing this 
subject in Sutras 15 and l(i is against the spirit 
of the Adhikarana (topic) even according to his 
•own interpretation. ’It is something which he 
forcibly introduces out of all relation to the con- 
text, as anybody can easily see. 

In fact according to their interpretation of 
this Adhikarana the whole of it looks redundant 
after what has been stated by them in 2. 1. 13. 
Einally the simile of the reflections of the sun is 
happier according to Sankara’s interpretation 
than according to that of the other two and the 
text cited by Ramanuja in Sutra 18 holds good 
according to Sankara’s view also and more aptly. 

Sutras 22-30 Sankara takes as a separate 
topic and interprets 22 to 24 as follows: What 
has been mentioned up to this (r.e; the two forms 
of Brahman mentioned in Brih. 2^ 3. 1) is denied 
by the words ’’‘Not this, not this” (Brih, 2- 3. C) 
and the Sruti says something more than that 
afterwards. It does not deny Brahman but Its 
forms mentioned earlier, their transcendental 
reality (22). The objection, that Brahman is 
denied because It is not experienced is not rea- 
sonable, for the Sruti says that Brahman exists, 
though It is not manifest on account of ignor- 
ance (23), And moreover It is realized in perfect 
meditation, so say the Srnti and Smriti (24). 
Therefore the Jiva becomes one with the Infinite 
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wlien Encnvledft-e dawns, ior tlins th.e scnptm 
indirates (2G). In the next two Sutras an objec 
lion is raised aKuinst Sutras 25 and 2ti. But o 
ooeonut of botk differenoe and non-ditterem 
'being tangbt by tbe Sruti. tke relation beWe* 
Thein is as between the serpent and iIs coil 
-or like that between light and its orb (28). but 
-.29 refutes this view and says: Or the relati. 
is as given before in Sutras 2o-2b And ^ 

.account of tbe denial of everything else besic 

Bi’ahinan by the Sruti texts (30). 

Ramanuja continues the previous topic up 
•-26. Sutras 22-26 according* to him mean; i 
text (Brih. 2. 3. 6) denies the previously nn 
tioned that muchuess and says more than tb 
The two forms of Brahman (Brih. 2. 3. 1) do j 
.exhaust Its aitributes, for the text states inrt. 
■ qualities after that. “For there is noth: 
hioher than this ‘not this’.. Then comes 
name, ‘the Truth of truth’ ; for the Pranas 
true and It is the truth of them.” ‘Pranas’ 1 
mean the souls, because they accompany 
latter at death. The souls are true, because t 
• do not undergo any change in their essen 
nature. The Lord is the Truth of these 1 
•souls, for these contrac-t and expand with res] 
to intelligence, while He is unafiected. Thus 
•subsequent part of the, text connects Brahi 
with some qualities. The clause “Not this, 
■this” does not deny the attributes of Brahn 
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but denies that Its nature is confined to these twO' 
forms only (22). The Sruti instruction is not un- 
necessary here, for though the world is seen, yet 
it is not known as a Prakara or inode of Brahman 
and that is what can be gathered only from' the 
Sruti texts. So declares the Sruti (23). And' 
Brahman’s being differentiated by these two' 
forms is realized even as Its being of the nature 
of intelligence is realized by repeated meditation, 
(25;. I'or all these reasons Brahman is regarded 
as Infinite, i.e. as possessing infinite attributes; 
for thus the attributes hold good, i.e. the twofold, 
characteristic of Sutra 22 (26). Sutras 27-30 are' 
treated by Eamanuja as a separate topic. Sutras 
27 and 28 give the Purvapaksha, as Sankara also- 
says, and 29 gives the Siddhanta; but the words, 
‘as before’ in the Sutra refer not to Sutras 25 
and 26, but to 2. 3. 43. 

Nimbarka follows Ramanuja in Sutras 22-24..' 
The next two vSiitras he iiitreprets somewhat 
differently. Just as fire is manifested through- 
the rubbing of wooden sticks, so is Brahman, 
manifested in nieditation (25). On realizing 
Brahman the soul becomes one with It (26). 
Sutras 27 and 28 he- takes as the author’s and' 
not as the opponent’s view. Sutra 27 describes - 
that the relation between Brahman and the in- 
sentient world is as between the serpent and its. 
coils (27) and the relation between the soul and' 
Brahman is as between the orb and the light (28).. 
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iJidv do we see how to teacdi about It. Different 
It is from all that is hnown, and is beyond tlie 
unknown as well” (Keiia 1. 3-4); “Whence 
r speech returns nlouj>' with the mind without rea- 
lizing It” (Tailt. 2. 4); also Ibid 2. 9 and Katha 
:1. 3. 15. From these texts we find that nothing 
•can be predicated of Brahman. From the Kena 
texts we find that we cannot say that Brahman is 
this and this in a positive way. It is not what 
we see and therefore It can, only be described as 
“jSTot tl>isj not this” by denying everything we 
^see in It. It is true that we do find the scrip- 
durewS dealing with both difference and non- 

■ differem’e; but with what object, is the question. 
It is not to establish that both are true, for they 
■are mutually contradictory. A careful study of 
the scriptures convinces one that duality is taught 
in order to take the aspirant step by step through 
it to non-duality. Kamanuja in his Bhashya on 
these Sutras criticizes Sankara saying that the 
Sruti could not have described these two forms 

■ only to deny them later on. But thal this is a 
process the Sruti adopts is clear from Prajapati’s 
'instruction to Indra in the Chhandogya or 
Varuna’s teaching to Bhrigu in the Taittiriya 
Tjpanishad. The aspirant is gradually taken to 
liigher and higher - truths. Through duality he is 
led up to noff-duality, the goal or final truth. 
Duality has not been praised anywhere in the 
iscriptiires, and no **fruit is ascribed to it. On the 
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other haad it is ceTisured {vids Katlia 2. 4. 1041;. 
Brih. 4. 4. 19; Mait. 4. 2. and G. 3), wkieli slimvs. 
that the scriptures do not intend to posit duality, . 
But non-duality is praised and immortality _ is ' 
said to be achieved by the laiowledo-e of unity. 
According to the Purva Mimamsa. principle,^ that 
which has no result of its own but is mentioned 
in connection with something else which has iv 
result, is subordinate to the latter. Therehirc 
duality which has no fruit of its own is subsidiary 
to non-duality which is the main purport 
Sruti texts. Again we have texts lihe, Ihe- 
Atman is smaller than the smallest, greater than 
the greatest’’ (Katlia 1. 2. 20); “Neither gross 
nor fine"’ etc.— which negate all duality and 
establish the Infinity of Brahman beyond all 

doubts. . 

A question, however, may arise: it every- 
thing is negated, what will be left? AVe shall 
by such a process arrive at a nonentity. Not so. 
^Ve cannot go on negating ad infinitum, but have- 
to come finally to some basic reality, and this- 
basic reality laehind everything is the Atman or 
Brahman. ^Alien we remove an object, space is 
left behind. Similarly, when everything we see- 
is removed or negated, Brahman is left behind, 
which cannot be negated and which is the witness 
of everything. We cannot ‘ say that by negation 
we come to nonentity, for the very fact that, wc 
comprehend this nonentity shows that it is being 
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illumined by the witnessing- consciousness, the 
basic reality even behind this idea of nonentity. 
In this Shtra the Sutrakavu solves this doubt, 
•showing that the negation conceius not Bralmnvn, 
but only the two forms of It. To turn the diift 
of this discussion topsy tiirvy and establish the 
reality of the two forms is to ignore the si^irit of 
■«eriptural teaching. 

Mdydvdda in the U pan i shads: 

There is a connnon belief that Mayav-ada is 
not found in the scri])tuies and that it is Sim- 
kara’s own doctrine borrowed froin the Buddhists. 
But such a statement is scarcely justified. In the 
Brihadaranyaka text under discussion we liave, 
“Now its name: ‘The Truth of truth.’ 'Ihe vital 
force is truth, and It is the Truth of that” (Brih. 
:.2. 3, 6). If the vital force, i.e. Prajna (the soul 
in a state of deep sleep) of which the vital force 
is an TJisadhi is true or real, Brahman -is the 
'Truth or Reality of this real. In other words. 
Brahman’s reality is of a different grade from 
"that of the universe. If this world is real and 
not Maya, as Sankara would call it, then Brahman 
is the Reality of this real, which shows that the 
world’s reality is of an inferior- kind, from that of 
Brahman and when It is realised this world is no 
more. A similar idea is conveyed by Chh. 7. 24. 1 
where Brahman, the Infinite, is said to be immor- 
•5ta] and the world, the finite, is said to be mortal. 
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35nt tliis is exactly wliat Sankara too sAys — that 
the two, Brahman and the world, have two grades 
of reality, even as the dream world and the worhl 
we experience while we are awake have two 
grades of reality, and as a result we are iustified 
tin saying that the dream world is Maya, as the 
Sutrakara says in 3. 2. 3, or unreal as compared 
with the waking state. Similurly, this world we 
experience is Maya or unreal as compared with 
the reality of Brahman. The dream world has 
a reality for the time being; so has this world so 
long as we are in ignorance; and Sankara nowhere 
denies the Vyavaharika (phenolnenal) reality 
of this world! The scriptures explain this differ- 
ence between the reality of the two, Brahman 
-and the world, by using symbology, as for example 
in C-hh. 6. 1. 4, which we had occasion to 
explain in Sutra 2. 1. 14 where the Sruti tries to 
.explain that the one, the clay, is more real than 
the many, which it identifies with name and 
form only. We find the same idea again in Brih. 
1. 6. 3: “This immortal entity is covered by 
truth (the five elements) : The vital force is the 
immortal entity, and name and form are truth; 
(so) this vital force is covered by them.” Name 
and form, i.e. the world we experience, are called 
truth, hut Brahman is distinguished from them 
by saying that It is immortal — Its reality is of -a 
•different grade from the reality of that which is ■ 
^called truth. And as th6 reality" of this world is 
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of a lesser grade or illusory as compared with tkat 
of Brakman, It can be tlie cause of such an 
illusory world of iiianifoldness without undergo- 
ing any change in Itself; for an illusory mani- 
foldness can exist in It without in any way 
affecting Its immutability, like a siiake in a rope 
or the manifold dream world in the dreaming 
self, as the Sutrakara exemplifies in 2. 1. 28, 
which brings us -to the conclusion that this world 
is a Yivarta of the non-dual Brahman, as San- 
kara says. 

Coming to the interpretation of Sutras 27-80, 
Sankara connects “or as before” in Sutra 20’ 
with what immediately precedes in Sutras 25-20 
and so 14: is happy. Ilamhnuja connects it with 
Sutra 2. 3. 43 and so it is not so apt. Nimbarka’s 
explanation is still far-fetched; tor while llama- 
nuja refers for the Siddhanta only to a previous 
Sutra, Nimbarka refers for ap. objection as well 
as a decision to Sntras in 2. 1'. His int'erpretu- 
tion of the whole topic thus appears to be much 
stretched. 

That Sankara has followed the vSutrakar.i 
faithfully in his interpretation of Sutras 11-30' 
will be clearer if wti Just try to see the reason 
wby the latter treats of dream and deep sleep in 
this section which deals with the nature of 
Brahman. Sankara at the beginning of Chapter 
III, 'Section 1, says that the transmigration of 
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tile soul is taught in order to generate a spirit of 
Tairagya (dispassion). 

Sutras 1-10 o£ Section 2 treat of tlie soul’s 
states of dream and dreamless sleeji. According to 
Sankara the very fact that the dream world does 
not fulfil the conditions of the time and space 
factors as in the waking state, shows that the 
dream world is illusory and therefore a creation 
of the soul and not of the Lord. Erom this he 
shows that the real nature of the diva is self- 
luminous and beyond all these states. Thus. 
Sutras 1-10 elucidate the real nature of the 
‘Thou’ in “Thou art That.” Sutras 11-21 give 
the nature of ‘That’ and Sutras 22-30 identify 
the two. Thus the place of Sutras 1-10 in this 
section is very significant, llamanuja and Nim- 
barka say that the creation of the dream world 
belongs to the Lord and not to the soul. If it 
were so, it should be as real as this world. Grant- 
ing that it is the Lord’s creation, of what signi- 
ficance is this subject in a section that deals with 
the nature of Brahman? It would have been 
apt in 2. 3 where creation is taught. If it be to 
create a spirit of Vairagya, as Bamanuja says at 
the beginning of Chapter III, then it ought to 
have been included in Section 1 which treats of 
the soul’s transmigration with the same object, 
and thus l^e separated from Section 2 where' it is 
out of place. 
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The a])ove analysis of Sutras 3. 2. .1-30 shows 
that Sankara has rig-htly grasped the spirit, of 
Badarayana, while Rainanuja and Kimbai’ka 
have sadly missed it. 

A twofold hnowled f/e of Brahiiuin established: 

Finally, let us consider Sutras 4. 2. 12-14 
and Sutras 4. 4. 1-7. The former set of Sutras 
as they stand are interpreted better by Bam^nuja 
and Niinbark.a than by Sankara. According’ to 
Sankara they run as follows; If it be said (that 
the Pranas of a kmnver of Brahman do not 
depart), on account of the Sniti denying it (’we 
say) not so, for the Sruti (Madhyandina recension 
of the text) denies the departure of the Pranas 
from the soul and not from the body (12). For 
the denial is clear in the texts of some schools 
<13). So in Sutra 12 the Siddhanta view is first 
expressed on the basis of Brih. 4. 4. 6, Kknva 
recension, and the ohjection against this is raised 
by the opponent in the second half of the Sutra, 
basing his argument on the Madhyandina recen- 
sion of the text, which is answered again in Sutra 
13 hy Brih. 3. 2. 11, Kanva recension. By such 
an interpretation the significance of ‘some 
schools’ is lost, for it ought to have referred to 
fiome text of the Madhyandina school and. not of 
fhe same Eanva school on which the Siddhanta 
is based in Sutra 12. 
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cases of one wlio is attached and one who is not 
attached and so does not transmigrate Imt is. 
merged in Brahman. Now it is well known both 
from the scriptures and the Vedanta-Sntras itself 
that a transmigrating soul at the time of death 
goes out with the organs, and so when in contrast 
to this it is said, “His organs do not depart,” it 
is quite clear that the denial of departure of the 
Pranas is from the body as in the case of one who‘ 
is attached, and consequently the expression 
‘from him' in the Madhyandina recension even, 
ought to mean the body and not the soul. 

From what has been stated above we hiid 
Sankara more reasonable and consistent and there- 
fore we can safely say that his interpretation of 
Sutras 12-14 as establishing a twofold knowledge 
is after Badarliyana’a view, though according t(V 
the wording of the Sutras it is not so happy.. 
This sort of interpretation of the Sutrakaras is 
not without its precedent, as we find ITpavarslia 
and Sahara doing the same in their commentaries- 
on the Purva Mimamsa-Sutras. 

We now come to the last section of the work 
where the state of the released sonl is described. 
Sutras 1-3 describe that on the attainment of 
Knowledge the soul manifests itself in its own- 
nature. Sutra 4 says that it attains non-distinction 
with Brahman. The question as to what tlie nature- 
of that state is naturally arises after this and 
Sutras 6-7 attempt a description. The views of 
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Juiiniui and Audtilomi are given and finally in 
Sutra 7 Badarayana says tliat botK tliese views are 
true, for tliey are not contradictory. Tlie question 
is, wlietlier tile views of Jainiini and Audulonii are 
true of tile released soul in sinu^ession or simul- 
taneously. Badarayana’s decision is tliat tliey are 
true at one and the same time according as the 
subject is viewed from the relative or transcen- 
dental standpoint. Sankara makes this cleai in 
his Bhashya. His critii^s find fault with him 
here. They say that he is obliged in this Sutra 
to ascribe to the truly released soul qualities 
which clearly cannot belong to it, since for such 
a soul no Yyarahara exists. They say Biereby 
that his interpretation is not faithful. Such a 
criticdsm shows that they have failed to under- 
stand what Sankara means here. He does not say 
that the released soul is conscious of itself as 
jiossessiiig all the qualities described by Jainiini, 
but that we who are in bondage are obliged in des- 
c 3 -ibing the state of such a soul to have recourse 
to such a description. In reality the soul when 
released exists as Pure Intelligence, but as^ Pure 
lutelligence is beyond our conception, we in oui 
ignorance view it as identified with Iswara, foi 
that is the highest reading of Pure Intelligence 
or the Nirguna Brahman that we can possiWy 
conceive. Certainly there exists no Yyavahara 
at all for the released soul, which is free from 
ignorance; but it exists for us who are in ignoronce 
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and Jaimini’s desnrip.tion of ilie stale of ai 
released soul is om; deserii)tioii of it. Iswara’s. 
j)ossessiou of powers is not like that of an ordinary 
diva which being- subject to Nescience thinks of 
itself as an experiencer, an agent, and so on. He 
is beyond all taint and therefore not subject to> 
Nescience, and consequently does not think of 
Himself as i)ossessing- all these lordly powers; 
but these powers exist in Him, because we in our 
ignorance ascribe them to Him. Even so are 
these lordly jjowers as<“ribe«l to the released soul 
by us and it is regarded as identical or having- 
attained non-distinction with Iswara. This is the 
full import of Sutra 7 both according to Bada- 
rayana and Sankara. So till all souls are- 
released, the state of the released partakcvS of a 
twofold characteristic according to the viewpoint 
from which it is described — transoendental or 
relative, even as Brahman has a twofold charac- 
teristic of which one is illusory or read from the 
relative standpoint {vide J-l. 2. 11-21,). This 

attainment of lordly powers by souls on identi- 
ficntion wjth Iswara is not the same as the attain- 
ment of such powers by the knowers of the 
Saguna. Brahman who go to Bralimaloka, for it 
is made clear in 4, 4, 1,7 that their lordly powers 
do not include the povrer of creation, etc., but 
oply power to create objects of enjoyments at will 
(4. 4. 8), while this potver is not negated in the^ 
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case of souls wiiicli g'et identifiecl with. Iswai'a. 
accor ding to Sutras 4. 4. 5 aud 7. 

Thai the Sutrakara luakew a distiuctioa 
between the attainment of Liberation by the 
knowledge of the Nirg-una Brahman and that by 
the knowledge of the vSaguna Brahman, is clear 
from Sutra 4. 1. 19, wliere he makes no reference 
to any going forth in the case of a Jivanmukta, but 
simply says that on the exhaustion of the 
Prarabdha Karma he attains Brahman and this 
is also in keeping with texts like Brih, 4. 4. C 
and especially Chh. C. 14. 2 where it is clearly 
stated that his merging in Brahman is delayed 
just as long as the body lasts. But going to 
Brahmaloka by “the path of the gods” is also a 
kind of Liberation, for from there the soul does 
not return to this mortal world, but gets merged 
in Brahman at the end of the cycle together udth 
Brahma, as stated in Sutra 4. 3. 10, As the 
author is concerned in this section, with the result 
of I'pasanas, viz. Liberation,, he describes the 
result of the knowledge of the Nirguna Brahman 
in Sutras 1-7 and* from 8-22 the result of the 
knowledge of the Saguna Brahman, If, as accord- 
ing to Ramanuja and Nimharka, there is no such 
distinction at all, but the description is of one 
kmcl of Liberation only, then when, it is said in 
Sutra 4. 4, 5 that the released soul attains -a 
nature like that of Brahman, there is no further 
necessity of saying that it ca,n creajte at will all 
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■objei'ts of enjoymeut. Moreover, if being* free 
from sin, old age etc. (Chli. 8. 1. 5) are qualities 
•of tbe soul as well as of the Lord, then they will 
<‘ease to be the defining cdiaracteristic of the Lord. 
In this case the objection raised in the first part 
of Sutra 1. 3. 19 will not be amswered by the 
second half of the Sutra. The Sutra runs as 
follows.: “If it be .said that from the subsequent 
texts which refer to the Jiva ‘small Akasa’ means 
the Jiva, we .say that the reference to the so\il is 
in so far as its real nature is made manifest {i.e, 
as non-difierent from Brahman).'” In the pre- 
vi(ms Sutra it was established that the ‘small 
Aka.sa’ in Chh. 8. 1. 1 is Brahman and not the 
Jiva, in spite of the reference to the Jiva in Chh. 
8. 3, 4, for ‘free from evil’ etc. which are said to 
be qualities of the ‘small Akasa’ are not true <»f 
the soul. At the end of his commentary on Sutra 
18, Sankara says that Sutra ‘20 will make it clear 
why the individual soul is referred to in Chh. 
8. 3. 4. In Sutra l9 cited above a fresh objec- 
tion is raised that subsequent texts also refer to 
the Jiva (vide Chh. 8. 7-11 in which the w’-aking, 
dream, and deep sleep state of the soul are des- 
cribed) and therefore ‘small Akasa’ means Jiva. 
The .second half answers it by saying' that the 
reference to the Jiva is in so far as its real 
nature is made manifest , (vide Chh. 8. 12. 3). 
The reference to the individual soul in Chh* 
8. 3. 4 is to show that in reality it is beyond the 
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tiiree states of waking, dream, and deej) sleep 
and non-ditferent from Brahman. If nnder^ the 
eircninstances ‘free from sin’ etc, are its qualities 
even as dilferent from Brahman, as Ramanuja 
says, then -small Akasa’ cannot he established 
to be Bralmian against the objection raised in • 
Sntrai 1. 3. 19. Moreover, in Sutra 1. 3. 20 
(ticcording to him 19) the explanation given by 
him for the reference to the Jiva in Chh. 8. 3, 4 
is not at all satisfactory. He says, “This refer- 
ence to the diva serves the imrpose of giving 
instruction not about the Jiva, but about the 
.nature of that wdiich is the cause of the qualities 
>of the individual soul, i.e. qualities specially be- 
longing to the Lord. The reason is that such 
information about the released soul helps the 
■doctrine with respect to ‘small Akasa’. The in- 
alividual soul which wants to attain Brahman 
must also know its true nature, so that it as 
being endowed with auspicious qualities will 
'finally arrive at the intuition of the Lord who is 
•a mass of auspicious qualities raised to the high- 
west excellence.” But according to Sankara we 
■have seen that its reference is to identify fhe 
two — the released soul and the Lord. It is quite 
.a])parent that between the iwo exidanations 
Ramanuja’s falls to the ground. Such an 
argument does not at all fit in as an explanation 
for the j'eference to the released soul in Chh. 
-8. 3. 4 and is against the si^irit of the teaching 
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of the whole of chapter 8 of the ChhuTulog'ya^ 
Sankara’s critics find fault with him taking* into 
c.onsiclpation only Sutra 1. 8, .19; but if they 
only try to understand the Sutrakara taking* into- 
consideration Sutras 18-20 and the Sruti texts 
to which they refer, they will ftnd that Sankara’s, 
interpretation is by far the best. 

The defects that are aluiwn in Kanianuja’s 
interpretation of »Sectiou 4 hold good in the case 
of Nimbarka also. 

Sankara's interpret ation justified bp the Gita: 

Thus a c()in])arative study of these three 
commentaries on the most important topics, 
treated by Badarayana in his work establishes a* 
strong case far Sankara’s interpretation of the 
Sutras. We find similar views also expressed in 
the Gitd. And if, as has been shown at the- 
beginning, the author of the Gita hsid a hand in 
the Sutras — and this fact is not tiuestioned by 
Bamanuja and Nimbarka, for according to them' 
it is the same person Veda Vyasa — then it goes 
all the more to show that Sankara’s interpreta-- 
tion is correct, for Ave (‘annot expect that the 
same author has expressed difterent views in the 
two works. We shall cite a few texts from the 
Gita which tally with Sankara’s interjn-etation of 
the vSutras. 

“T shall de.scribe that Avhich has to be 
known,... the beginningless SAipreme Brahman.. 
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It is called neither being' nor non-being-,.. ■With- 
out and within all beings... Impartible, yet It 
exists ^as if divitled in beings” (UI. 12-lb’) — these 
texts describe the attributelessness of llrahmau, 
ITie text says that tlie one Immutable appears- 
as if (licided into many and not in reality. It 
Itself, therefore, is ‘‘the sustainer, generator, 
and devourer of all beings” (Ul. Iti) ; also T.Cl 
and T. That Brahman has a twofold nature, the 
Nirguna which is Its real nature and the Saguna 
which is the creation of Maya, is made clear by 
Arjuna’s question in 12.1 and the Ijord’s answer- 
in 12, 2-5, where He recognizes the Nirguna 
aspect, but says at the same time that those demoted 
to the Saguna aspect are better versed in Yoga,, 
as devotion to it is easier and therefore best suited' 
to Arjuna and the generality <)\ mankind, even as- 
He says in 5. b for the same reason that Karma 
Yoga is better than Jnana. Yciga, 

The individual soul in its real nature iy 
described in 2. 11-25. Specially verses' 16-18 say 
that it is real, all-pervading, changeless, iinmu- 
tabl'e, indestructible and illimitable, while verse- 
24 again says it is all-pervading. Again 6. 31 
establishes the identity of the self and Brahman- 
contained in the Vedic. dictum, ‘'That thou art,”’ 
verses 29 and 30 having described the real nature 
of the soul as identical with By’ahnian, But tin* 
soul ^n its state of bondage being jleltided con- 
siders itself an agent and escpeyiehcer, atomic, 
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and a part of tlie Lord. “Tlie Gnnas of Prakriti 
perform all action. Witli tlie understanding 
.deluded by egoism, man tliinlcs, ‘I am tbe doer’ ” 
;<3. 27). See also 14. 2?3 and 15. 7. 

Tbe doctrine of Maya is clearly referred to 
in tbe following texts: “Knowledge is enveloped 
in ignorance, bence do being’s get deluded” 
i{b, 15); “Tbis world knows Me not, being deluded 
by tbe modilications of tbe Guuas. Verily this 
.divine Maya of Mine is difficult to cross over... 
deprived of discrimination by Maya they follow 
tbe Asuric ways” (7. 13-16); “1 am not mani- 
fest to all, being veiled by *My Yogamaya” 
‘(7. 25); “Tbe Lord dwells in tbe heart of all 
beings causing them to revolve by His Maya”* 
'(18. 61). Finally, 'tbougli stress is laid on Bbakti 
in tbe Gita, nowhere does it say that Bbakti is 
-superior to Knowledge. On tbe other hand we 
find Knowledge highly praised. “The fire of 
Knowledge burns all Karma to ashes. There 
exists nothing so purifying like Knowledge” 
(4. 37-38); “Supremely dear is the wi.se jnan to 
Me. I regard him as My very Self” (7. 17-18). 
dJonclusiou: 

In conclusion, we would like to state that 
from what all has been said above - we do not 
mean to suggest that Sankara’s interpretation of 
dhe Sutras is the only true one. Kather our object 
has been to show that Sankara too, like the other 
great commentators, is justified in interpreting 
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tke Sutras in tlie way lie lias done. Tlie fact is. 
Badfirayana kas systematized tke pkilosoxiky of. 
tke ITiianiskads in kis work, and like tkein kis- 
Sutras also are all-eomprekensiTe. Tke Upani- 
skads, we must remember, do not teack tkrougk- 
out any particular doctrine. Tkey contain 
various doctrines wkick are meant for i)«^aple at 
different stages of spiritual evolution. Tkey are’ 
not contradictory, but ratker tkey are based on 
tke principle of Adkikariblieda, as all are not 
capable of apprekending tke same trutk. Tke old 
idea of Arundkati-darsana-nyay’ applies. Nearly 
every chapter in tke Upaniskad begins with 
dualistic teaching or TTpasana and ends with a 
grand flourish of Advaita. God is first taught as- 
a Being who is the creator of this universe, its 
preserver, and tke destruction to wkick every- 
thing goes at last. He is tke one to be worship- 
ped, the Ruler, and ai)i)ears to be outside of 
nature. Next we find tke same teacher teaching- 
that God is not outside of nature, but immanent 
in nature. And at last both ideas are discarded 
and it is taught that whatever is real is He; 
there is no dift’ereiiee. -“ySvetaketn, thou art 
That.” The immanent one is at last declared 
to be the same that is in the hnnian soul.^ This 


^ The method o£ spotting the tiny star Arundhati with 
the help of bigger stars near it, calling them Arundhati, 

^ Complete Works of Swami Vivekananda, Vol. III. 
pp. 281, 397, and 398. 
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fu('t is I’ei'ogiii^ied by Budarayanii too aiul so coni- 
inejitators make a mistake when they think that 
the .Sutras pj-oponnd , only theii-. doctrine iuid 
.nothing’ else. 

This grand prin(U])le of Adhikaribheda is the 
foundation on which the teachings of the ITpa- 
nishads, the Brahma-Sutras, and the (Tita are 
based and that is the reason why they have been 
iniivei-sally ac{U‘pted by the Hindus of all (dasses 
•and denominations. From, this ix)!!)! of view we 
tn’e inclined to think tliat of all the comnienta- 
tor.s .Sankara has done the greatest justice to the 
Sutvakara by liis twofold doctrine of the ab.so- 
lute and phenomenal reality. 
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Tlie wliole of Sankara’s jilnlosopliy may be 
summed up as follows : 

friq^C: I The Braliiiiau of tlie Opaiiisliads is the only 
Reality, and everything else — this world of mani- 
foldness — is unreal, is a mere appearance ; the 
individual soul (Jiva) is identical with Bralmian, 
the One without a second, which the scriptures 
define as Existence-Knowledg-e-Bliss Absolute. 
^‘Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, Infinity” 
(Taitt. 2.1); “Brahman is Knowledge, Bliss” 
(Brih, 3.9.28). This identity of the Jiva and 
Brahman is clearly stated by the scriptures in 
texts like: “Thou art That, 0 Svetaketu” (Chh. 
6.8.7), “I am Brahman” (Brih. 1-4-10), and “The 
Self alone is to be meditated upon” (Birh. 1.4.7). 

The question then naturally arises : If Truth 
is one, whence arises this many which we expe- 
rience through the senses ? Truth cannot contra- 
dict experience. So Sankara had to explain this 
apparent contradiction between Truth and our 
everyday experience. He says that this plurality 
is an illusion (Maya). It has no reality, for it 
disappears when the knowledge of the true nature 
of Brahman is realized. It is just like seeing a 
snake in a rope, in the dark. This wrong perception 


4 


BRAHMA- SUTRAS 


[AdliyS::?a 


is broiiglit about by ig-jiorance (Avidya), wiiitdi 
is beg’inningdeas. it is this ignorance -wbich is 
the cause of all this duality, Brabman being mis- 
taken for the world. On account of this ignorance 
tlie individual soul identifies itself witk its ad- 
(lJ])adlus), ‘viz., tlie body, senses, etc., whicli 
are only supeiiinposed on it. , This identification 
makes the soul think that it is the doer, , enjoyer, 
-etc. — though the truth is that it is none of these — 
and thereby it comes under the sway of birth, 
death, happiness, misery, etc., in short, becomes 
bound down to this world (Samsara). 

'When. Sankara says that the world is false, he 
does not mean that it is absolutely nothing, but 
that our experience is liable to be stultified by 
means of knowledge of things as they are. The 
worbl has a relative existence; it is ttue for the. 
time being, but disappears when true knowledge 
dawns. It is not real for all times, in other words, 
it is not real from the absolute standpoint. Maya 
•or ignorance is not a real entity. "We can neither 
say that it exists nor that it does not exist: It 
is a mystery which is beyond our understanding; 
it is unspeakable lAnirvachaniya). As Mayji is 
not real, it cannot be related to Brahman, tbe 
Beality, in any way whatsoever; for any relation 
betweeen truth and falsehopd is, impossible. , The 
relation i.s only apparent, and . therefore Brahman 
is in., no .way ahec.ted by ^this illusion, which, is 
•superimposed u])on It, even as the rope is not 


AfUj.vasu] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 5 

jft'tH'U-'d by -(lie snake tliat is assiuned to exist, in it. 

Idiei'et'c/i-e Ike <aily way to liberation from this 
\V())'I(lly existence (Samsara) is to get rid of tliis 
nrong notion tliroiig-li the real knowledge of 
Hrainnan. Just as in the ease of the rope 
and the snake, it is the knowledge of the 
ro])i! alone that removes the illusion of the snake 
A! ml milling else, so also it is the knowledge of 
Brahman alone that brings about the cessation of 
tliis relative existence (Samsara). “A man who 
knows It alone truly, passes beyond death; there 
is no other path to go by” (Svet. 3.8); “He (‘oines 
jiot to death who sees that One.” Pilgrimages, aus- 
teriti<‘s, worship and charity — these by tlieinselves, 
without IvnoAvledge, (ainnot lielp ns to attain 
]jibi*ratiou. Their utility lies only in purifying 
'onr mind (Chittasuddlii), cleansing it of all worldli- 
ness, and tlius making it fit to comprehend the 
Tnitli. When Brahman is realized this idieiiom- 
cnal Avorld disappears automatically, without any 
further effort on the part of the individual. Know- 
ledge of Brahman being thus the only^ way to 
Liberation, an inquiry into Brahman through the 
study of the Brahma -Sutras is absolutely neces- 
saiy. 

Sankara’s explanation of the world as an 
illusion has given his philosophy the name of 
Mayavada or Anirvachaniya Khyativada. It is 
■also known as Vivartavada, the. doctrine of khs 
;Kp]unent inodi-fication of Brahjnan into this 
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I)lieii(.unt!iuil[ work!, as opposed to Parinainavadu or 
tJie doctrine of tiie actual modification of Braiunan 
ink) tliis i)lienomeiial Avorld, as held by some other 
schools of Yedanta lihe tht; Visishtadvaitavada of 
Rajnannju. 

Sankara anticipated tJiafc this method of ex- 
l)laining' the phenomenal world would raise a 
protest from the various other schools of liivS time. 
So at the beginning' of his commentary on the- 
Brahma-Sutras, he writes a masterly introduction,, 
which is well Jcnown as the Adhyasa Bhashya or 
the section dealing with superiniposition, wherein 
he establishes superimposition as a statement of 
fact and not a mere hypothesis. Ho starts with 
the objections that can possibly be raised against 
his theory of superimposition and then refutes 
then-.. He says : It is well known that the subject 
and Hie object, which have for their spheres or 
contents the notions of ‘1’ and ‘Thou’ resx)ectively,, 
and which are oppose* 1 to each other as darkness 
and light, cannot be identified. Hence their 
attributes also cannot be identified. Conseqxiently 
the superimposition of the object and its attributes 
on the subject, whose essence is pure intellig'ence,. 
and rice versa, ought to he a logical impossibility. 

If tile world phenomena are a case of super- 
imposition, like the snake in the ro]>e, then which 
is superimposed on which? Is the world su])er- 
imposed on Brahman, or is it the reverse? In the- 
latter case, the world, which is the substratum, 
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like tlie rope in ilie example, would lie a reality, 
j f it is tke other way — the world on Brahman-— 
iv is not iiossihle, for Brahman is not an object 
\\hi(‘h can be perceiTed by the senses like the rope. 
A thin;*' becomes an object when it is limited by 
time, space, and causation. Since Brahman is 
unlimited. It is beyond these, and so cannot be an 
object o£ iierceptioii; as such It cannot be the sub- 
stratum of a superimposition. Brahman is also the 
inner Self of everyone and thex’efore can never be 
separate and in front of a person like a rope, when 
•alone the world can be superimposed on It. 

Neither can Brahman be both subject and 
object of the tli inking* iiroeess, for one and the 
same being* cannot both be the agent and the 
•object of its activity at the same time. An object 
is that on which is concentrated the activity of 
the agent, and hence it must be different from the 
agent. If. again, Brahman is manifested by 
some other knowledge' and thus becomes an object, 
It censes to be .self-luminons and becomes limited, 
and this the scriptures do not accept. Further, 
in all cases of superimposition there is an ante- 
cedent real knowledge of the object which is 
superimposed, as of the snake in the example. 
8a to superimpose the -world on Brahman a real 
knoinledffo of the world is necessary, and this 
would make the world a reality,’ with the result 
that the cessation of the world phenomena would 
be an impossibility and Liberation would be 
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iinpossiblt!. Thus iu whatever way we may try to 
establish t lie theory of superiinpositiou,. we are not 
able to do so. 

Yet, says Sankara, it is natural (a self- 
evident faet) on the part of man, because of 
ignorance, not to distinguish between the two 
entities (the subject and the object) which are 
quite contiudictory, and to superimpose the oiu^- 
on i]]e otliei'i, and their attributes as well, and thus, 
mixing up the real and the unreal to use such, 
phrases as “That is I”, or “This is mine”. T.he 
Self again is not altogether a non-object, lor it is 
the obje(‘t of the uolion (d the Ego. The Self 
does not entirely cdude mu* grasp. Though the 
innm- Self is not an object and is also, without 
l-)ai"ts, yet owing to ignorance,, which, is unspeak- 
able and without a beginning,, attributes like 
mind, body, senses, etc., udiich are irroducts of 
ignorance, are superimposed on the Self, and it 
behaves as if it were an agent, enjoyer, possessed 
of parts, and many — although in tratli it is none- 
of these — and thus bec;omes an object,. The real 
Self can never be an object of knowledge. vSelf- 
consciousness is possible only with respect to fi 
Self already qualified by these adjuncts. 
(TTpadhis). This sounds like an arg-ument in a 
circle; for to establish sujK^mupositi’oiv we have 
to accept the Self to be an object, and the- Self 
can be an object only through the superimpositioii- 
of adjuncts (Upadhis) ; it is actually not so. It 
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is u case like the seed and tlie tree. Tlie seed 
gives rise to tire tree, wliicli again ])vodiices tlie 
seed, tlie cause of tlie future tree, and so on. So' 
in (liis series of illusions without a beginning, the 
8elK M’’hich is the substratum of the present 
supei imposition, is an objecd on aciumnt of a past 
8Ui)eT imposition,' and that one had for its substra- 
tum the Self, which had become an object of a 
still earlier superimpositiou, and so on arl 
■Jnfikitum. The pure Self without the limiting 
adjuncts is never the substratum of a super- 
imposition. It is the difference in the limiting 
adjuncts, as shovui above, that makes it possible 
for the Self to be at the same .time an agent and 
the object of action. 

Superimposition, again, is due to ignorance 
and hence it is not necessary that the knowledge 
of the object siipevimxiosed must be a real know- 
ledgj>. It is enough if we have a knowledge; it 
need not necessarily be. real; it can itself be 
another illusory .knowledge. That the Self exists? 
is proved by the intuitive knowledge we have of it. 
This i.s well known and but for it nothing would 
have been cognized in this world. “He shining,, 
everything ' else shines” (Kath. 2.2.15). We 
know things in and through it; no consciousness, 
or experience is possible independently of it. 
Everyone is conscious of his own Self, for no one 
thinks, “I am not”. Nor, again, is if necessary 
that the object to be a substratum of a-'kiiper- 
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iniposititm sliould be before us, for we see that 
Akasa (sky), wMeb. is not visible to the senses, 
becomes a substratum for superimpositions by tlie 
ignorant, who impute blueness, spherical shape, 
etc., to it in such expressions as, “The sky is 
blue"’, and “It is spherical”. Thus super- 
imposition is an established fact. 

But then direct perception, which is the best 
of all i)roofs — since it is the basis of all other 
means of knowledge like inference, etc.,— affirms 
this world of manifoldness. How can the scrip- 
tures that deny ■ it carry conviction as against 
direct experience P They cannot. Hence scrip- 
tural texts that deny the many and uiffiold unity 
will have to be interpreted in a manner so as not 
to contradict our experience. This view caiiin)t 
stand. Tor the scriptures (Srutis) are impersonal, 
eternal, self-luminous, and so on. Their validity 
is direct and self-evident and therefore infaUible. 
They constitute by themselves an independent 
source of knowledge. Bhnce they too are to be 
accepted as authoritative. The fact is that each 
evidence of knowledge has its own sphere wherein 
it is absolutely authoritative. Perception has its 
supreme validity in knowledge through the senses. 
There a hundred texts cannot prevail against it. 
The scriptures (Srutis) on the other hand have their 
absolute authority in a i>rovinee where perception 
cannot be of any avail. Their province is tran- 
scendental knowledge, which cannot he attained in 
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any oilier way. Here revelation, wliicli does not 
depend on other sources of knowledge, is tlie final 
authority, and not perception or even reason. The 
scriptures do not deny the empirical validity of 
perception ; they deny only its absolute or transcen- 
. dental validity* 

SxJPEElMPOSITION DEFINED 

Superimposition, says Sankara, is the aijpai’ent 
ipresentation to consciousness, by v'ay of remem- 
brance, of something previously observed in some 
other thing'. It is an apparent presentation, that 
is knowledge which is subsequently falsified; in 
•other words, it is illusory knowledg'e. According 
io Vachaspati Misra this is the fundamental 
'cliara<*-teristic of superimposition, and the rest of 
the definition only ditfeientiates it from those given 
by other schools of philosophy. But the author of 
the commentary Ratnupmihhd takes apparent pre- 
sentation in some other Ihinp as the characteristic 
mark of superimposition, and this seems to be more 
in keeping with Sankara, avIio says in his com- 
anentary: “But all these definitions agree in so far 
;as they represent superimposition as the apparent 
ipresentation of the attributes of one thing in 
:another thing/' 

As it is impossible to have illusory knowledge 
•without the mixing up of two things, we find the 
words something previously observed in the defini- 
tion. These words, together with the words apparent 
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‘pres€mto.tlon, make it clear that llie tliino-- 
superimposecl is not tlie real object seen some time 
before, but sometlung like it. A mere ex])erieuce, 
and not the reality,’ is what is necessary; hence tlie- 
word observed. The experience should not be a 
present one, but a i)ast one, and that is the sigaii- 
ficance of the word previously. »So tlie thing* super- 
imposed is a false or unreal thing*. But the thing* 
on which it is superim])S()ed is a real thing*. The 
words by way of re me nibrmice excludes all cases of 
recf)g*nition where the object previously observed 
again presents itself to our senses, as when a person 
seen at a parti(*ulaT place is again seen at another* 
place. In remeinbraiu'e the obje(‘,t previously 
obseived is not in renewed contact with the senses. 
It is mere remembrance that operates in the (‘ase of 
8ui3erimpositibn. 

This definition of superimi)osition meets an 
objection of the ’Aliihrimsakas, wdio say that an un- 
real thing cannot be an object of experience. 
According to them all knowledge is real; there 'can 
be nothing like false knowledge. They uphold the 
intrinsic validity of all knowledge, for every 
knowledge produces a sense of certainty in ns and 
we have no doubt about it at the time. If it were' 
otherwise, then we should always be in doubt and 
never arrive at any certainty. So every knowledge- 
is true for the time heing, though subsequent 
experience may prove that it was wrong, as in the- 
case of an illusion. But from the definition of 
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siiporimpositiou {‘‘iven by Suiilvura we fiiirl tliut 
because a parti(!ubu‘ tJiing’ is experienced it does 
not i’or that very reason becniue real. A thing’ may 
be nnreal and at the same time may be experienced. , 
OtherwiwSe the water in a mirage would be a reality, 
whk’h in fact we know it is not. 

The Prabhakara sclniol of Miinamsalvus raise a 
fi’esh objection. How can the world be unreal or 
non-existent? Non-existence is not a category by 
itself; it can be conceived only in relation to a real 
f»bject. We speak of non-existence when one tenl ' 
object is predicated in tenus of another real object. 
When we think of a pot in t(?nns of a cloth, we say 
the negation of the chilh is the pot. That is all 
that is meant by non-existence; apart from this, it^ 
has no reality. An niireal object can never be tiie ■ 
object of our experience. So this world, if it were •• 
nnreal, could never be the object of onr experience. . 

Applying this argument in the case of 
mirage, we find that the reality, the snn’s rays 
refracted by layers of air, is, according to the ■ 
Mimamsakas, notliing but the negation of water, 
and it is therefore self-evident that the phenomenon 
we experience cannot be Avater. Neither can they 
say that the water in the mirage is not real, sinc,e ' 
it is experienced. So the Avater in the mirage is 
neither real nor urn'eal, nor can it be both at the- 
same time. Therefore we have to accept the- 
plienomenon as something beyond oiir comprehen-- 
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nion (Anirvaoliiuiiyu), wliicli is exactly tlie view o£ 
Sankara. 

Sankara says that the nature of objects is two- 
fold, real and unreal. The lirst manifests by its 
very nature, depending on the object itself; the 
•second, the unreal appearance, depends on soine 

• other thing for its manifestation. In a mirage the 
rays of the sun are a reality, but their appearance 
•as ^rater is unreal and depends on something else, 
ihe impressions (Samskaras) produced by seeing 
wtitei* elsewhere before. That Avhich is real always 

• continues to be so, but the unreal is ever changing. 
Brahman, the IleaJity, remains unchanged; but 
May.r and its i)roducts, which are assumed to exist 
in Brahman, are ujireal and therefore everchang- 
ing, yet experiem.'ed by us. The vvorld pheno- 
mena are neither real nor unreal, nor both; they 
.are unspeakable (Anirvachaniya). 

DkFIXITION 01-’ Sui>El{ IMPOSITION ACCORDING 

TO Other Schools 

'rhe four schools of philosophy in Buddhism 
-define superimposition as “the superimposition of 
the attributes of cue thing on another”. They 
maintain that in superimposition forms of cogni- 
tion, or modes of the internal organ in the form of 
the object, are superimposed on an external object 
•which itself may be real or illusory. The Prabha- 
karas refute this definition, for ai^cording ‘to the 
Buddhists there i.s no sepai-ate entity called the 
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Sell apart Iroivi (consciousness (Vijnaiia). Tlie Sell 
is but a iorni oi consciousness. If in an illusion,', 
where a rope is taken for a snake, the snake also 
be a form of cognition, then our experience ought 
to be of the kind, “I am a snake” or “My snake”,, 
and not as “This is a snake”. Therefore Prabha- 
karas define superimposition as “an error arising 
from the non-percej»tion of the diherence of that 
which is superimposed from that on which it is. 
superinq^osed”. There is no jiqsitive wrong* or 
illusory knowledge, but a mere non-perception of 
the difference between two real experiences, one 
of which is a jncst experience. Where a mother- 
of-pearl is taken for silver, the difference between 
the mother-of-pearl seen at the moment and the 
silver r(miembered is not ])erceived. Naiyayikas 
refute thi.s definition on the ground that mere- 
non-i)erce])tion of the difference cannot induce us 
to aclion. Put as a matter of fact we are tempted. 
t(,) jicssess the silver seen in a mother-of-pearl . . 
Where there is no knowledge, as, for 

examx>le, in x^rofound sleej) (Sushuxtti), there is nO' 
activity. It is knowledge that is res- 

ponsible for onr activity, as w'-e find from our 
experience in the dream and waking states. jSTor- 
can a mere remembrance induce us to action. So 
in illusion we are conscious of silver as a reality 
present before ns, and not as a mere remembrance. 


The I^aiyayikns therefore define superimposi- 
tion as “the fictitious assumption of attributes.. 
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■.'Jike llio.se of .silver) ooiitniry to tke nature of the 
tliiiip* the motlier-of-i)eaii) on Avhieh soiue- 

■ thinp,* else (silver) Is siiperimpo,secr ’ . An identity 
is established between the object present before us 
(the mother-of-pearl) and the silver remembered, 
wliieli is not here tuid now, but imagined, and 
which c.L'isIs </.s- a rcaJil}} no moo he re else. The 
l>ersoii is not conscious that it is only a memory of 
silver, and not an actuality. This identity 
t belli een tlu' silver seen elsewhere and the mother- 
<of-pearl is ivliat giies rise to the illusion. There 
is thus a positive facioi' in this experience, which 
is not the case in Ihe Pi-ribhakaras’ definition. Yc't 
it may be questiojicd liow the silver ivhich t'xists 
elsewhere can be in coutai't with the senses, ivhich 
is essential if the silvei* is to be experienced as an 
actuality in front of us and not a mere memory. 
If it be said that there is transcendental contact 
■(Alaukika rTiianalak.shana Sannikar.sha) of the 
senses with it, tlieii ivhei'e lire is inferred from 
■smoke w'e can say it is also a case of transcenden- 
tal contact, and inference a.s a means to knoivledg’o 
becomes unneee.ssary. Therefore we have to 
accept that in illusion an indescribable (Anirva- 
chaniya) silver is produced, which is a reality for 
Ihe time being'. It is this silver which is directly 
perceived by the sen.ses and gives rise to the 
knowledge, “This is silver”. The silver that is 
seen in the mofher-of-pearl is not present some- 
•ivliere else, for in Oiaf case it could not have been 
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■exporieiU'tMl as Iiere and now; nor is it in tlie mind. 
Neilher is it a loerc; nonejitity, for tlien it (^ould 
not have heeii an object of perception; nor Can it 
be inherent in the mother-of-pearl, for in that case 
it could not have been siiblated afterwards. So 
we are forced to say tliat the silver has no real 
‘existence anywliere, but has only an apparent 
reality for file lime being* which is niLspeakable. 

This superimposition is called ignorance 
'■(Avidya), metaphorically, the elfect being put for 
the cause. Ignorance does not mean wuvnt of 
^knowledge, but that kind of knowledge which is 
-stultified later on by the knowledge of things as 
they are. its counterpart is (‘ailed knowledge 
(Vidya). When the Self is discriminated from, its 
limiting adjuncts through 'Vedantic discipline and 
j>rac.tice tSadliana), riz., hearing of scriptural 
texts, reHec.tiou, and meditation on them, then 
knowledge dawns, whieli destroys this super- 
imposition, A, mere intellectual knowledge is 
however not meant hei’e, but actual realization. 
Since through this superimposition the two objects 
■are not in. the least affected by the good or bad 
■qualities of each other, once true knowledge 
dawns, it roots out ignorance with all its effects, 
leaving no chance of its cropping up again. The 
recrudescence would have been possible if owing 
to the superimpositiqn- the Self was in. kny way 
•contaminated by the,!iiop.-Self and. its properties, 

Tlii.s snperimposition (Adhyasa) due to ignor- 
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ancy in the presumptioji on which are based the- 
distinctions among the means of knowledge, 
objects of knowledge, and knowing persons, in our 
career of daily activity, and so are also based all 
•scriptural texts, whether they refer to rituals- 
(Karma) or knowledge (dnana). All our experi- 
ence starts in this error which identifies the Self 
wdtli the body, senses, etc. All cognitive acts- 
presuppose this kind of false identification, for 
without it the pure Self can never be a knower, 
and without a knowing personality, the means of 
right knowledge cannot operate. Therefore the 
means of right knowledge and the scriptural texts- 
belong to the sphere of ignorance (Avidya). They 
are meant only for one who is still under ignor- 
ance and has not realized the Self. They 'are 
valid only so long as the idtimate Truth is not 
realized; they have Just a relative value. But 
from the standpoint of the ultimate Truth, our so- 
called knowledge is all Avidya or no knowledge at 
all. In the jilienomenal world, however, they are 
quite valid and are capable of producing empiri- 
cal knowledge. 

That our knowledge (empirical) is no know- 
ledge at all is further proved by the fact that we 
do not differ from animals in the. matter of <‘ogni- 
tion. Just as a cow runs away when she sees a 
man with a raised stick in his hand, while she 
approache.s one with a handful of green grass, so 
also do men, who possess higher intelligence, walk 
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i away from wicked persons sliouting with drawn 

f swords, while they approach those of an opposite 

nature. The behaTiour of animals in cognition, 
etc., is well known to be based on ignorance. 

* Therefore it can be inferred that man’s conduct in 

f the matter of cognition, etc., so long as they are 

I under delusion, is also similarly based. 

It may seem rather strange to say that even 
the scriptures belong to the held of ignorance 
(Avidya); for though in ordinary matters of cog- 
nition, etc., we may resemble animals and act 
i through ignorance, yet in matters religious, such 

I as the performance of sacrifices, the person whv 

i engages himself in them has the knowledge that 

i the Self is separate from the body, since otherwise 

I he cannot expect to enjoy the fruits of his ritualis- 

tic acts in heaven, the body being destroyed at 
deatli. But we forget that though a person who 
engages himself in ritualistic acts may have a 
I knowledge of the Self as distinct from the body, 

i yet it is not necessary that he should . have a 
knowledge of the real nature of the Self as given 
by the Vedanta texts; rather such knowledge is- 
destructive to him. For how can a person who 
: know'S the Self to be not an enjoyer, agent, and so 

I forth undertake any sacrifice enjoined by the 

-scriptures? Scriptural texts like, “A Brahmana 
should perform a sacrifice,” are operative only on 
the supposition that attributes such as caste, sthge 
of life, age, and circumstances are superimposed' 
" n.s, — 2 
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on file Self, wliich is none of these. Not only is 
ritunlism (Karmakanda) meant for persons under 
ignorance (Avidya), but even so is the Yedanta; 
ior without the distinction of the means of know- 
ledge, objects of knowledge, and knower it is not 
possible to comprehend the meaning of the 
.Vedanta texts. A person who is conscious of 
these distinction is under the sway of ignorance 
<Avidya), being in the w'orld of duality. But 
there is a difference between Vedanta and ritual- 
ism. AVhile the latter has for its goal that which 
is within the sphere of ignorance, like enjoyment 
in heaven etc;., the former helps one to realize 
his true nature, which destroys all ignorance. 

How can ignorance lead to knowledge 
■Empirical knowledge can produce transcendental 
knowledge through its empirical validity. To 
put it in Sri Ramakrishna’s beautiful language, 
*‘AVhen we run a thorn in our hand we take it 
out by means of another thorn and throw out both. 
So relative knowledge alone can remove that 
relative 'ignorancte which blinds the eye of the 
Self. But such knowledge and such ignorance 
are both alike included in Avidya; hence the man 
who attains to the highest Knowledge (Jnana), 
the knowledge of the Absolute, does away in the 
end with both knowledge and ignorance, being 
free himself from all duality.” But before the 
dawning of real knowledge the authority of the 
A^edas stands unquestioned, for a knowledge that 
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Juus not. been realii^ed camiot prevent a person t 

troin entering on ritualistic activities. It is only 
after realization that scriptural texts cease to he 
.operative. But before that, “Let the scriptures 
be thy authority in ascertaining what ought to be 
■done and what ought not to be done. Having 
/known what is said in the ordinance of the scrip- 
tures thou shoiildst act here” ((jita 16.24). But 
when realization dawns, then, “To the sage who 
has known the Self, all the Vedas are of so much 
•use as a reservoir is when there is flood every- 
where” (Gita 2.46). It is only for the Imower of 
BTahman that they .have no value, and not for 



CHAPTER I 


Section i 

Topic 1: The inquiry into Bmliinan anci 
its pre-requisites. 

n ? ii 

Now therefore the inquiry 

(into the real nature) Brahman . 

1. Now (after the attainment of the 
requisite spiritual qualities) therefore (as 
the results obtained by sacrifices etc., are 
ephemeral, whereas the result of the 
knowledge of Brahman is eternal), "the in- 
quiry (into the real nature) of Brahmart 
(which is beset with doubts owing to the con- 
flicting views of various schools of philo- 
sophy, should be taken up). 

At Ihe very beginning the utility of such art 
inquiry is questioned. 

Objection’. Such an inquiry is not worth the- 
trouble- An intelligent man generally does not 
enter into an inquiry about an object which is 
already known, or knowledge of which does not. 
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ricrve any -useful pur})ose. He is al-ways guided 
by utility. Now Brahmau is such, an object. As 
Brahu)au pure and unconditioned, there is no 
doubt or indefiniteness about It, for we have such 
definitions as, “Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, 
Infinity” (Taitt. 2.1). As identical with the Self 
(Atman) — which the Vedanta holds — also', there 
i.s no doubt about Brahman; for the Self is nothing 
but the object of the notion of T’, the empirical 
self which is well known to exist as something 
different from the body, senses, etc. Moreover, 
no one doubts his own existence. There is there- 
fore no indefiniteness about Brahman, which 
would induce one to make an inquiry into It. 
The objecdion that this empirical self is a result of 
■superimposition (Adhyasa) of the non-Self on the 
♦Self and rice versa, and is therefore not the true 
t>e]f, cannot be accepted, for such a superimposi- 
tion between two absolutely contradictory objects 
is not possible. 

Again, the knowledge of this Self or Brahman 
which, as shown above, everyone possesses, cannot 
destroy the world phenomena and help one to 
attain Liberation, for they have been existing 
together side by side all along from time im- 
memorial. And as there is no other knowledge of 
the Self besides ‘Ego-consciousness', which can be 
called the true knowledge of the Self, there is' no 
chance of the world phenomena ever ceasing to 
exist. In other words, the world is a reality, and 
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not sometiiing* illusory. So the knowledge ot‘ 
Braliman serves no useful purpose such as tk©- 
attaiziment of liberation from relative existence 
(Sanisara). For these reasons an inquiry into 
Brahman is not desirable. 

Amwersi An inquiry into Brahman is 
desirable, because there is some indefiniteness^ 
with respect to It. for we find various conflicting 
views concerning Its nature. Different schools of 
philosophy hold different views. vSuperimiJOsition 
would have been an impossibility, and there woukl 
have been no indefiniteness about Brahman, it the 
empirical self had been the real Self. But it is 
not. The scriptures (Sriitis), say that the vSelf is 
free from all limiting adjuiuds and. is infinite, all- 
blissful, all-knowing. One without a second, and 
so on. This the scriptures repeatedly inculcate, 
and as such it cannot be interpreted in any second- 
ary or figurative sense. But tlie empirical self is 
felt as occupying definite space, as when we say, 
‘I am in the room’, as involved in manifold' 
miseries, as ignorant, etc. How can this kind of 
notion be regarded as the true knowledge of the 
Self? To regard the Self, which is beyond limi- 
tation etc., as being limited etc., is itself an illu- 
sion, and hence superimposition is a self-evident 
fact. The result of the true knowledge of fhe Self' 
leads to Liberation and so serves a very, very 
fruitful purpose. Therefore an inquiry about 
Brahman through an examination of the Vedanta 
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texts dealing with It is worth while and should be 
undertaken. 

The word now in the Sutra is not used to 
introduce a new subject that is going to be taken 
up, in which sense it is generally used in other 
places, as for example, in the beginning^ of the 
Yoga-Sutras or the Purva Mimamsa-Sutras- 
Neither is it used in any other sense,, except that 
of immediate consecution, that is, it implies an 
antecedent, which existing, the inquiiy about 
Brahman would be possible, and without which it 
would be impossible. This antecedent is neither 
the study of the Yedas, for it is a common requi- 
site for Purva Mimamsa as well as Vedanta, nor 
the knowledge and performance of rituals pres- 
cribed by the Karmakanda, for these in no way 
help one who aspires after knowledge, but certain 
spiritual requisites. The spiritual requisites 
referred to are: (1) discrimination between things 
permanent and transient, (2) renunciation of the 
enjoyment of fruits of action in this world and in 
the next, (3) the six treasures, as they are called, 
viz., not allowing the mind to externalize and 
checking the external instruments of the sense 
organs (Sama and Dama), not thinking of things 
of the senses (Uparati), ideal forbearance 
(Titiksha), constant practice to fix the mind in 
God (Samadhana), and faith (Sraddha); and (4> 
the intense desire to be free (Mumukshutvam) . 
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To-pic 2: Defiiiition of Brahman. 

II R 11 

5rf5T[f^ Origin etc. sustenance and dissolu- 

tion) of this (world) ZRT! from which. 

2. (Brahman is that omniscient, omni- 
potent cause) from which proceed the origin 
etc. (i.e. sustenance and dissolution) of this 
(world). 

In the previous Sutra it has been, established 
that an inquiry into Brahman should be made as 
it helps liberation. Knoweldge of Brahman leads 
Libej-ation. Now in order that we may attain this 
knowledge of Brahman, It must have some cha- 
racteristics by which It can be known; otherwise 
it is not possible to have such knowledge. The 
opponent holds that Brahman has no such charac- 
teristics by which It can be defined, and in the 
absence of a definition there can be no knowledge 
of Brahman, and consequently no Freedom. 

This Sutra refutes that objection and gives a 
definition of Brahman: “That which is the cause 
of the world is Brahman"’ — ^where the imagined 
“cause of the world” is indicative of Brahman. 
This is called the Tatastha Lakshana, or that 
characteristic of a thing which is distinct from its 
nature and yet serves to make it known. In the 
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.definition given by this Sntra, the origin, suste- 
nance, and dissolntion are characteristics of the 
"world and as such are in no way related to Brah- 
inan, which is eternal and changeless; yet these 
indicate Brahman, which is imagined to be the 
cause of the world, just as an imagined snake indi- 
cates the rope when we say, “that which is the 
snake is the rope”. 

The scriptures give another definition of 
Brahman which describes Its true nature: “Truth, 
■Knowledge, Infinity is Brahman.” This is called 
•the Svarupa Lakshana, that which defines 
Brahman in Its true essence. These words, 
though they have difierent meanings in ordinary 
'parlance, yet refer to the one indivisible 
Brahman, even as the words, father, son, brother, 
husband, etc., refer to one and the same person 
according to his relation with different indivi- 
duals. 

It must not however he thought that the 
Kirst Cause of the universe is arrived at by this 
Sutra through mere i-easouing, inference, and 
other means of right knowledge usually valid in 
ihis sense world. Brahman cannot be so estab- 
lished independently of the scriptures (Sruti). 
Though from the effect, the world, we can infer 
that it must have a cause, we cannot establish 
with certainty Avhat exactly is the nature of that 
cause. We cannot say that Brahman alone is the 
•cause and nothing else, as Brahman is not an 
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objeft of the senses. Tlie relation of cause and. 
effect can be established where bath the objects 
are perceived. Inference etc. may give only- 
strong suggestions of Brahman’s being the I'irst. 
Cause of the world. A thing established by mere 
inference, however well thought out, is explained 
otherwise by greater intellects. Ileasoning also 
is endless according to the intellectual capacity of 
people and therefore cannot go far in the ascer- 
tainment of Truth. So the scriptures ought to- 
be the basis of all reasoning. It is experience 
that carries weight, and the scriptures are 
authoritative because they are the records of 
the e.Nperience of master minds that have come 
face to face with Reality (Aptaviikya). That is- 
why the scriptures are infallible. Hence in 
ascertaining the First Cause the scrix)ture.s alone 
are authority. 

''J.''he prime object of this Sutra, therefore, is 
not to establish Brahman, through inference but 
to discuss scriptural passages i which declare that 
Brahman is the First Cause — texts like: “That 
from which these beings are born, by which they 
Ih'e after birth and into which they enter at 
death-— try to know That. That is Brahman” 
(Taitt. 3.1). The Sutra collects the Vedanta texts- 
for the full comprehension of Brahman. Once 
the scriptures have declared Brahman to be the 
First Cause, reasoning etc. may be taken- 
advantage of in so far as they do not contradict 
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the scrii^tures, but rather supplement them, in 
ascertaining' the sense of the Vedanta texts. 
Such reasoning must be corroborative ol the 
truth inculcated. This land of reasoning includes 
the hearing of the texts (vSravana), thinking about 
their meaning (Maiiaiia), and meditation on them 
(Nididhyasana). This leads to intuition. By 
intuition is meant that mental modification 
(Vritti) of the mind (Ohitta) wliicli destroys our 
ignorance about Brahman. When the ignorance 
is destroyed by this mental inod ideation in the 
form of Brahman ^Brahmakara Vritti), Braliinan,. 
■which is self-luminous, reveals Itself. In ordi- 
nary perception when w'e cogui^ie an object the 
mind (Chitta) takes the form of the external 
object, wdiich destroys the ignorance about it, and 
consciousness reflected in this modification of the 
mind manifests the object. In the (!ase of 
Brahman, however, the meutal modification des- 
troys the ig'rioraiice, hut Brahman, which is con- 
sciousness pure and simple, manifests Itself,, 
being self-luminous. That is why the scriptures 
describe Brahman as INot this’, ‘ISTot this’, thus- 
removing the ignorance about It. Nowhere is* 
Brahman described positively, as Tt is this’, ‘It 
is.: 'this’. ■: 

There is thus a difference between an inquiry 
into Brahman and an inquiry into religious duty 
(Dharma Jijnasa). In the latter case, the scrip- 
tures alone are authority.. Pm-va Mimamsa says- 
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ijhat, if you do such and such a thing, you will get 
such and such results. It is something yet to 
come and does not exist at the time. vSo no other 
jiroof is available i-egardiiig the truth of these 
statements except faith in them. But Vedanta 
speaks about Brahman, which is an already exist- 
ing' entity, and not dependent on human 
‘endeavour. Therefore besides faith in the scrip- 
tural texts there are other means available to 
'Corroborate its statements. That is w’^hy there is 
room for reasoning etc. in Vedanta. 

Topic J; Brahman, cognimhle onlp fhrovffh 
the scriptures. 



'Tlio scripture* being the. means of 
right knowledge. 

^3. The scriptures (alone) being the 
means of right knowledge (with regard to 
Brahman, the proposition laid in Sutra 2 
becomes corroborated). 

This Sutra makes the idea expressed in Sutra 
2 clearer. If any doubt has been left regarding 
the fact that Brahman as the origin etc. of the 

* This Sutra can also be interpreted in another way. 
It has been said in Sutra 2 that Brahman, which is the 


brahma-sutras 




31 


world is established by scriptural authority and. 
not by inference etc, independently of it, this- 
Sutra makes it clear that Srntis alone are proof 
about Brahman. 

Objection : Brahman is an already existing 
thing like a pot, and so It can be Imown by other 
means of right knowledge independently of the 
scriptures. 

Minswer: Brahman has no form etc. and so 
cannot be cogni25ed by direct perception. Again. 

■ in the absence of inseparable characteristics, as- 
smoke is of fire, It cannot be established by 
inference or analogy (XTpamana). Therefore, It 
can be known only through the scriptures. The- 
scriptures themselves say, “One who is ignorant 
of the scriptures cannot know that Brahman’’. 
No doubt, as already referred to in the previous 
Sutra, these means of right knowledge also have- 
a scope, but it is only after Brahman is establish- 
ed by the scriptures— as supplementary to them^ 
and not independent of them. 


cause of this manifold universe, ^must naturally.be omni- 
scient. This Sutra corroborates it. In that case it would 
read: “(The omniscience and omnipotence of Brahman 
follow from Its) being the source of the scriptures." The 
scriptures declare that the Lord Himself breathed forth, 
the Vedas. So He who has produced these scriptures- 
containing such stupendous knowledge cannot out be. 
omniscient and omnipotent. 
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Topic 4:. Brahman the main purport of 
all Vedanta texts. 


^ n 

?(g[That 5 blit because It is the main 

purport. 

4. But that (Brahman is to be known 
only from the scriptures and not independ- 
ently by any other means is established) 
because It is the main purport (of all 
.Vedanta texts). 

Objection hij Puroa 3fi}nanisakas : The 

Yedfintu texts do not refer to Brahman. The 
Vedas oannot possibly aim at giving' information 
regarding' such self-established, already existing 
objects like Brahman, which cun be known 
through other sources. They generally give in- 
formation only about objects that ijannot be 
known through oilier means of right knowledge, 
and about the means to attain such objects. 
Again Brahman, which is our own Self, can 
neither be desired nor shunned and as such cannot 
be an object of human effort. So a mere state- 
ment of fact about an existing object like 
Brahman, incapable of being desired or shunned, 
and therefore useless, would make the scrijitures 
purposeless. 

Vedic passages have a meaning only in so far 
as they are related to some action. So the 
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Tetlaiita texts, to have a iiieanmg, mast be so 
.<*oiistrue(l as to be eoaneeted with, actioa (rituals), 
.as h-upplementing them with some necessary in- 
iormation. The texts dealing; with the individual 
soul in the 'Vedanta, therefore, refer to the agent; 
those dealing- with Brahman refer to the Deities; 
-and those dealing with creation refer to spiritual 
praeti<.'es (Sadhanas). In that case, being- supiile- 
.mentary to action, the Vedanta texts will have a 
purpose. But if they are taken to refer to 
Brahman only, they will be meaningless, inas- 
much as they will not be helpful to any action. 

An-iiOfA". The word hut m. the Sutra refutes 
■all these objections. The Vedanta texts refer to 
Brahman only, for all of them have Brahman for 
their main topic. I.’he main inirport of a treatise 
is gathered from the following- characteristics; 
■(1) Beg-inning- and conclusion, (2) repetition 
'i}\) uniqueness of subject-matter, (4) fruit or result 
(5) praise, and (b) reasoning. These six help 
to arrive at the real aim or purport of any woih. 
In chapter six of the Chhanclogya 'tTpanishad, 
for example, Brahman is the main purport of -all 
the paragraphs; for all these six characteristics 
])omt to Brahman. It begins, “This universe, iny 
boy, was but the Real (Sat), in the begining” 
(Chh. G.2.1), and concludes by saying, “In it all 
that exists has its self. It is true. It is the 
Self'’ (Ibid. 6-16.2) — which, also refers to the Sat 
or Brahman. In the frequent repetition, “Thou 
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art That, 0 Svetaketu*'’, the same Brahman is. 
referred to. The uniqueness of Brahman is quite 
apparent, as It cannot be realized either by direct 
perception or inference in the absence of form etc. 
and cliaracteristics respectively. Reasoning also- 
been adopted by the scriptures here by citing 
example of , clay to elucidate their point. As 
different objects are made out of clay, so are all 
things created from this Brahman. The descrip- 
tion of the origin of the universe from Brahman,, 
and of its sustenance by and reabsorption in It is 
by way of praise (Arthavada). The result or fruit 
(Phala) is also mentioned, viz., that through the' 
knowledge of Brahman everything else is known. 
When we realize Brahman the universal Reality, 
we know all the particulars involved in It. So all 
these six characteristics go to show that the main 
topic of the Vedanta texts, as cited above, is 
Brahman. 

Again, these texts cannot be made to refer to 
agent etc., for they are treated in quite a 
different section from the Karmakanda. Is either 
the texts useless, for from the comprehension 
of these texts results Liberation, without any 
reference to action on the part of the person, even 
as a mere statement that it is a rope and not a 
snake helps to destroy one’s illusion. A mere 
intellectual grasp of the texts, however, will not 
help the person to attain Liberation; actual 
realization is what is meant here. 
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Objection: Tlie scriptures liave a purpose in 
so far as they lay down injunctions for man. They 
either induce him to or j)rohihit him from some 
action. The very meaning of the word ‘Sastra’ is 
this. Even the V'edanta texts are related to in- 
junctions and thus have a purpose. Eor though 
they have Brahman for their main purport, yet 
they do not end there, but after describing the 
nature of Brahman they enjoin on man to realize 
Brahman through intuition. “The Self is to be 
realized — to be heard of, thought about, and 
meditated upon” — in passages like this the scrip- 
tures, after enjoining on man to be conversant 
first with the nature of Brahman, further enjoin 
thiidviug and meditation on the meaning of those 
passages for the attainment of direct experience. 
Thus they formualte injunctions with regard to 
the knowledge of Brahman. 

Answer: “He who knows the Supreme 
Brahman becomes Bralimfin indeed” (Mu. 3. 2. 9) 
— texts like this show that to know Brahman is tO' 
become Brahman. But since Brahman is an 
already existing entity, we cannot say that to 
know Brahman involves an act, like a ritualistic 
act, having for its result Brahman. When igno- 
rance is removed Brahman manifests Itself, even 
as when the illusion of the snake is removed the 
rope manifests itself. Here the fope is not the 
creation of any act. The identity of thn iridivi-’' 
dual soul and Brahjuan* set forth im texts like. 
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'-‘1 am Brakmaii” (Brill. 1. 4. 10), is not a laiicy 
-or imag-inatioii, but an actuality, and tberefore 
■differs from meditation and devout worsliip as 
prescribed by tbe scriptiu-es in texts like, “One 
.should meditate on the mind as Brahman”, and 
“The Sun is Brahman” {('hh. 3. 18. 1; 3. 10. 1). 
‘The knowledge of Brahman, therefore, does not, 
-depend on human endeavour, and hence it is im- 
poSEsible to connect Brahman or the knowledge of 
It with any action. Neither can Brahman be said: 
do be the object of the act of knowing; for there 
jure texts like, “it is different from the known,, 
.again It is beyond the unknown” (Ken. 1. 4), and 
“Through what, O Maitreyi, can the knower be. 
iknovin?” (Brih. 2. 4. 14). in the same way 
IBruBman is denied as an object of devout wurshiji 
((-Upasana) — “Know that alone to be Brahman, not 
that which people adore here” (Ken. 1. 5). The 
uscriptures, therefore, never descrilie Brahman as 
"this nr that, but only negate manifolduess which is.' 
■fuLse, in texts like, “There is no .manifoldness in 
Id” (Kath. 2. 4. 11), and “He who sees manifold- 
■neS.s in It goes from death to death” (Kath. 
•2. 4. 10). 

Moreover, the I'esult of action is either crea- 
tion, modification, pnrifi.catioii or attainment. 
NTone of these is applicable to the knowledge of 
Brahman, which is the same thing as Liberation. 
If Liberation were created or modified, it would 
amt’ be permanent, and no- school of philosophers is 
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prepared to accept stick a eoiitingeucy. Since 
Jiraluuan is our inner Selt', we cannot attain It by 
,;my action, as a villaj^-e is attained l)y our act ot 
;^‘oi,ng‘. Nor is tliere any room for a imrificatory 
■c.ereinouy in tlie eternally pure Self. 

.Knowledge its<df, aguin, cannot be said to be 
;aii activity of tke mind. An action depends upon 
Jiuiuiin endeavour and is not bound up with tke 
.tiature of tking-s. it can eitker be done, or not 
alone or nioditied by tke agent. Kiunvledge, on tke 
titker liand, does not depend u]ioii kuinan notions, 
but on tke tiling itself. It ih tke result of tke right 
.means, kaving for its objects existing things. 
iKnmvledge can tkei'efore neither be made, nor not 
.made, nor luodiked. Although mental, it difl'ers 
ironi suck meditations as “Man is fire, 0 
d.Tautaiua’’, ‘AVoman is fire”, etc. (Ohk. 5. 7. 1; 
. 5 . 8 . 1 ). 

Idius Bralimau or the knowledge of Brakmaii 
(being in no way connected with action, injunc- 
tions have no pla<*e with regard' to It. Therefore 
(texts like, “Tke Atman is to be realized” etc., 
ithougk imperative, in character, - do not lay down 
ainy injunction, but are intended to turn the mind 
of tke aspirant from things external, which keep 
•one bound to this relative existence, and direct it 
inwards. Further it is not trne that tke scriptures 
oan have a purpose if only they enjoin or 
prohibit some action, for even by . describing exist- 
iing things they serve a useful purpose, if thereby 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[ 1 . 1.4 


3d 

tiiey f;on<lu<‘e to tlio well-being of man, and wbat 
can do this better tlian the knowledge of Brahman, 
which results in Liberation? The comprehension, 
of Brahman includes hearing, reasoning, and 
meditation. Mere hearing does not result in full 
comprehension or realization of Brahman. Reason- 
ing and meditation are also subservient to that full 
comprehension. Hence it cannot he said that they 
are enjoined. If after full comprehension 
Bi'ahman was found to he related to some injunc- 
tion, then only it could he said to he supple- 
mentary to action. 

So Brahman is in no way connected with 
action. All the Vedanta texts deal with an 
independent topic, which is Brahman, and these 
texts are the only proof of this Brahman, as it is 
not possible to know It through any other source; 

So far it has been shown in the previous vSntJ'as 
that all the Vedanta texts refer exclusively to 
Brahman without any connection whatsoever with 
action, and that Brahman is the omniscient, omni- 
potent cause of the origin etc. of this universe.. 
Here the Sankhyas raise an objection : The 
Vedanta texts about creation do not refer to 
Brahman hut to the unintelligent Pradhana made 
up of the three Gunas (constituents) — ^Sattva, 
Rajas, and Tamas* as the Pirst Cause. The 
Pradhana is omnipotent with respect to its effects. 
Again the Pradhana has Sattva for one of its com- 
poneuts, of which, according to Smriti (Gila 
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I 14 . 17), knowledge is an attiibnte. Therefore th.e 

I Tradlxana can fignratively be said to be omni- 

' scient, because of its capacity for all knowledge. 

; To Braliman, on the otber band, wbicb is isolated 

and pure intelligence itself, you cannot ascribe all- 
liiowing'iiess or partial-knowledge. Moreover, as 
tbe Pradbana bas three components, it seems 
reasonable that it alone is capable of undergoing- 
modifications, like clay, into various objects of 
name and form, and not Brabman, wbicb is un- 
compounded, bomog-eneous and uncbangeable. 
Moreover, the First Cause is an already existing 
entity and so can be established by inference from 
its effects and even tbe scriptures recommend 
inference of tbe cause from the effect. So what the 
Yedanta texts about creation say nltb respect to 
the First Cause bolds good, and more aptly so, in 
ibe case of tbe Pradbana, and therefore it is the 
First Cause referred to by tbe scriptures. 

Topic- 5: The First Cause an intelUgent 

principle. » 

Sutras 5-11 refute these arguments; of the 
Sankbyas and establish. Brahman as the Fir^t 
'Cause. The discussion mainly refers to the sixth 
chapter of tbe Cbbandogya TJpanisbad. 

^ n ; 

On acconnf of tliinkiiig (seeing) is not 
not based on tbe scriptures. - : 1 -4' • 
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5. On account of thinking’ (being attri- 
buted to the Tirst Cause by tlie scriptures,, 
the Pradhana) is not (the First Cause refer- 
red to by them) ; (Pradhana) is not baaed: 
on the scriptures. 

Tlie First Cause is said, in tlio ijcriptures, io« 
liave -willed or Ihou^'lit belore creution. “Tliis- 
nniverse, iny dear, was but the Heal (Sat) in tlie 
begaiiiiln^' — One only withont a seeoiul. It’ 
tlTiouj>lit, ‘may i be many, may T g'vu-wl’ and it 
projeeted fire” (Chh. (I. 2. 2-?3). “It (the Atman) 
wilhii, 'Let me ])roje('t worlds!’ So It iirojeeteiT 
these worlds” (Ait. 1. 1, 1-2). Sueh tliinldne* or 
willine- is not {lossible to tlio insentient Pradhana. 
It is possible only if the First Cause is an intelli- 
gent principle like Brahmoii. 

The fiU-lcnowingness attributed to the Pra- 
clhhn^ because of ils vSattva oora])onent is inadmis- 
sible, as Sattva is not predomiivant in the 
Pradhhia, since all ihc three Gnnas are in a state- 
of equilibrium. If in s])ite of this it is said to be 
capable of producing- Idiowledg-e, then the other 
two Gunas must be equally capable of retarding 
Icncmledge. So -while 8attva will mahe it all- 
knowing, Rajas and Tainas -vidll make it partly 
knowing, -wliicli is a contradiction. 

That all-kpowingness and creation are not 
possible to Brahman, -which is pure ihtelligenee- 
itself and nncliangeahle, is also not true. For 
Brahman can be all-kno-wing and creati-ve tKrouglh 
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Maya. So Bralinuiii, the Sat of the text quoted,; 
which thought, is the First Cause. 

The Sankhyus ag'ain try to avoid the diffi- 
culty created by thiulviug being’ attributed to the: 
First Cause thus : In the same text quoted above- 
it is said further on, “That fire thought, ‘may I 
be many, may I gj’ow!’ and it projected water 
, . . . Abater thought, ... it projected earth”' 
(Chh. 6. 2. 3-4). Here fire and water are material 
things, and yet thinking is attributed to them. 
Similarly the thinking by the- Sat (Eeal), in the- 
text originally quoted, can also be taken figurat- 
ively, in which case the Pradhana, though in- 
sentient, can yet be the First Cause. 

This argument the following Sutra refutes. 

, Tf, sj) 

secondary (figurative) if (it be said) 
not ancTRI^^because of the w'ord ‘Self ’ (Atman), 

6. If it be said (that ‘thinking’) is. 
used in a secondary sense (with regard to Sat) 
(we say) not so, because of the word ‘Self’ (by 
which* the First Cause is referred to in the- 
scriptures). 

The Sat (Ileal) of .,the text cited in the- 
previous Sutra after creating fire, water, etc. 
thought, “Let me now enter into these thrffe 
as this living self (Jiva) and -evolve names land 
forms” (Chh. 6-. 3. 2.). The Sat, the First Causey 
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refers to tlie inteiligeiit principle, tlie Jiva, as its 
self. The insentient PradhSna cannot refer to an 
intelligent prineix)le like the Jiva as its self or as 
iis own natnre. 

The Sankhyas again try to ward off this 
objection by saying that the word ‘Self’ ’(Atman) 
is equally used to refer to intelligent and non- 
intelligent things, as, for example, in expres- 
sions like Bhntatma (the self of the elements), 
Indiiyatma (the self of the senses), etc., and so 
can be used in connection with the Pradhana also. 

The next Sutra refutes this argument. 

II 

To one who is devotcid to that (Sat) 
^t?^tT^!STl^bccause Liberation is declared. 

7. (That Pradhana cannot be desig- 
nated by the word 'Self is established) be- 
cause Liberation is declared to one who is 
devoted to that Sat (the First Cause). 

The sixth chapter of the Chhandogya 
TJpauishad ends by instructing Svetaketu thus: 
“Thou art that.” An intelligent being such as 
Svetaketu cannot be identified with the insentient 
Pradhana. Moreover, in section 14, paragraphs 
2-3 of this chapter, liberation is said to result to 
one who is devoted to this Sat, and it cannot 
result from meditation on the insentient Pra- 
dharta. For these reasons, given in the previous 
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Siilra and in tkis, tlie ‘Sat/ tke First Cause, 
■does not re ter to the Pradhana bu,t to an intelli- 
gent principle. 

II H 

}’'itiiess to be abandoned, not being 
dated (by the scriptures ) ^ and. 

8. And because it is not stated (by 
■the scriptures) that It (Sat) has to be 
abandoned, (Pradhana cannot be denoted 
•by the word ‘SaP). 

If the. intention of the scriptures had been to 
take the aspirant step by step from grosser to 
subtler truths till finally the real nature of the 
Atm:in was presented to liiiu, and for this purpose 
.they had referred to the Fradliana — denoted by 
the word ‘Sat' according to the Sankhyas — as the 
Self, then there would have been later on a state- 
.ment to the eft'ect that this , P^’^'-dhana must be 
<lrop]ied, for it was not the real Self. But there is 
no .such statement in the texts in q[uestion. On 
the contrary, the v/hole chapter of the Chhan- 
dogya Upanishad, in which the texts occur, deals 
with the Self as nothing but that Sat. Moreover, 
thivS chapter begins with the question, “"VVbat is 
that which being known everything is known?” 
Xow if the Pradhana were the First Cause, theu 
•by knowing’ it everything would be. kno'R’n, which 
iis not a fact. The enjoyer (Purusha), which is 
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rliflnrent from it, not l)emg a protlnct of tlie’ 
l*ra(lliaiia like the objects of enjoyment, cannot 
be known by knowing the Pradhana. Therefore 
the Pradhana is not the Pirst Canse, knowing 
which everything is known, according to the 
scriptures. Such a view will contradict the 
premise. 


WRPMOn account of resolving or merging in 
one’s own Self. 

9. On account of (the individual soul): 
merging in its own Self (or 'the universal 
Self referred to as the Sat, in deep sleep, 
the Pradhana cannot be denoted by the 
word ‘Self’). 

’■ “When a man is said to be thus asleep, he is 
nnited with the Sat, my child — he merges in his 
own Self” (Chh. 6. S. 1). Here it is taught that 
the individual soul merges in the Sat, and as it is 
impossible for the intelligent sonl to merge in the 
insentient Pradhgiia, the latter cannot be the 
Fir.st Canse denoted by the word ‘Sat’ in the text. 


On account of tlie nuiformity of vic-ws. 

10. Because (all the Vedanta texts) 
uniformly refer to (an intelligent principle 


fy ^ I f ' 
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latter wliicli is -vvitliiii the douiam of Nescience 
and is the object of meditation (Upasana), which 
is of diherent kinds yielding* diiferent results; 
while the Nirgniia Brahman, which is free from 
all imaginary limiting* adjuncts of the other type 
is the object of Knowledge. Meditation on the 
:Saguna Brahman cannot lead to immediate Libe- 
ration. It can at best lead to gradual Liberation 
(Erania-Mukti). The knowledge of the Nirguna 
Brahman alone leads to immediate Liberation. 
Now in many places in the Upanishads Brahman 
is ilescribed apparently with (qualifying adjuncts; 
yet the scriptures say that the knowledge of that 
Brahman leads to immediate liberation. If 
Bi'ahman is worshipped as limited by those 
adjuncts, it cannot lead to such Liberation. But 
if these qualifying adjuncts are regarded as not 
being ultimately aimed at by the Sruti, but used 
merely as indicative of Brahman, then these very 
texts would refer to the Nii*guna Brahman and 
Liberation would be the immediate result of 
knowing that Brahman, So by reasoning we have 
to arrive at a conclusion as to the true signific-ance 
of these texts, wbich obviously have a doubtful 
import. 

The issue of the Saguna and Nirguna 
Brahman as shown above is not, however, kept up 
all through, for in many places it is not between 
.them but between the Saguna Brahman and the 
individual soul or something else. 
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Topic 6: Co7icerninrj ‘‘'tJte Self consisting of 
hliss” , 

I W W 

“The Self consisting of bliss” • 

because of the repetition. 

; 12. (In the passage) “The Self con- 

i sisting of bliss” etc. (Brahman, which is-- 

i spoken of as the tail, is put forward as aui 

1 independent entity and not as something 

i subordinate to Anandamaya, the Self con- 

j sisting of bliss) on account of the repetition 

I (of Brahman as the main topic in many 

j passages of that chapter). 

;* In topic 5 the word ‘thinking’ attributed lo^ 

s the First Cause is interpreted in its direct sense,. 

[ thus establishing the intelligent principle- 

I Brahman as the First Cause, and the figurative- 

I meaning, which Avoiild have established the- 

[ Fradhana, is thrown, out as being doulitful. But 

I here such a thing, that is the evstablishing of 

i Brahman, is impossible, for the terms denoting- 

' parts allow no room for doubt, thns making it 

impossible to interpret the texts as referring to* 
Brahman. This (■‘onneets the present topic with 
the last one by Avay of objection. , , 

The passage in question is ; “Different from- ^ 
this self, Avhicdi consists of understanding 
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(\ ij-uaiiaiiiaya), is tlie iimer seif wliieii eousisis of 
■bliss .... Joy is the head, satisfaetiou is its rig'ht 
'vving-, rapture is its left Aviug, bli.ss its trunk, 
.liraluuau is the tail, the supiiurt” (Taitt. 2. 5). 
The Sutra says that lun'e Jtrahmau, which is 

■ spokeji of as the laii, is treated as an independent 
■•(aitity a]i.d is not to be taken as a part of “the self 

consisting' of bliss," for ‘taib here does not mean 
The limb, in Avhich sense it is generally used, but 

■ the supjau't of the iudivi<lual soul made up of 
“the self (‘onsisting of bliss”, as JJrahinan is the 

-subslratuuL of the imaginary indiyiduai soul, 
[liiis conclusion is arrived at, because Jirahinan 
uvithout any limiting adjuncis Avliutsoever is again 
.and again reiterated in these Taittii'iya texts. 

[Sutras 12-19 ai-e iiitej'preted hy the Tritti- 

■ kara (who is probably Upavarsha) as follows: The 
Taittiriya Upanishad 2. 1-4 after enumerating 
•the selves consisting of food, Antal force, 
-mind, and understanding, sjarnks of “the self 
-consisting bliss” in the passage (pioted above. 

(Taitt. 2, 5). The cpiestion is Avliether this refers 
'.to the individual soul or Jli'uhman. The opponent 
.holds that it refers to the individua] soul, because 
the word * ‘Anaudamaya* denotes a modification 
..and therefore cannot refer to Brahman, which is 
unchangeahle. Moreover, five different ])arts are 
-enumerated of this Aiiandamaya, the self con- 
sisting of bliss; this is not possible in the case of 
-Brahman, AAhich is without parts. Sutras 12-19. 
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•according' to tliis interpretation, maintain tli'at 
‘Anandaniaya’, the self consisting- of bliss, refers 
1() Bruhinan on account of the repetition of the 
word ‘Anandamayu,’ in these Taittiriya texts. 
Eepetition lias already beeit said to be one of ihe 
.characteristics by which the subject-matter of a 
l)assag‘e is ascertained. Brahman, again, has 
Been proved to be the main topic of the Yedanta 
dt'xts (Ch, 1, tSec. 1, Sutra 4). Therefore 
‘Anandamaya’ refers to Brahman, Moreover, 
•tlie opening words of the sea^ond. chapter of the 
'I’aittiriya rpanishad, “Truth, Knowledge, 
Infinity is Brahman” (Taitt. 2. 1), and texts like, 
“He projected all this” (Taitt. 2. 6), ni-ake it 
“clear that Brahman is the topic.. The termination 
“mayaf is also not out of i)ia(ie in Brahman, for 
it is used here to denote an abundance of bliss. 
The possession of a body having parts is also 
.ascribed to It, only because of the. immediately 
preceding limiting c.ondition,' the self consist- 
ing of understanding and does not really belong to 
It.' llen(!e “the self consisting, of bliss” is the 
highest Brahnmn. 

Sankara, objects to this ■ interpretation of the, 
Sutras and says that AmAndamaya cannot be the 
highest Brahman. First of all, there is no justi- 
heation, for. sXiddenly changing the interpretation 
of the affix ‘raayat’ from mciUfimtion in the case 
•nf Vijnhnamaya, Pranamaya, ntc.r inthe, preceding 
passages to in ,the cases of,, Anandamaya, 
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so US to inake this word ivfer to Broliinan. 
Again the very idea of prepoiuleranee or uiiund- 
ance of bliss suggests that there is also misery in 
it, however slight. Sneh an idea with respect to 
Brahman is absurd. vSo Sankara replaces this 
interpretation of the Sutras, whi<;h Anandagirt 
attributes to the A'rittikura, by another, which we 
have reproduced above.] 

%[ , li ^3, |j 

R'hKRl«^ld On account of a word ( Tail’ ) deno- 
ting part !T is not ^ if it be sa id »T not so 
on account of abviridauc.c (of terms denot- 
ing parts). 

13. If it be said (that Brahman) is 
not (spoken of as an independent entity in 
the passage) on account of a word (‘tail’) 
denoting part, (we reply) not so, on account 
of abundance (of terms denoting parts). 

Owing to the abundance of phraseology de- 
noting parts or limbs in the Taittiriya texts 2.1-5, 
Brahman is designated as the tail just to keep up 
the foregoing imagery; bnt it is not intended to 
convey the idea that Brahman is actually a part 
or member of “the self consisting of bliss”. Tlfo' 
objef't of the scripture.s is to teach the knowledge 
of the real Seif. If the “self consisting of bliss” 
were the real Self, the scriptures would refer fo 
this in tbe concluding texits, but as a mutter of 



fact tliey do not ; on the other hand they refer to 
the ISTirguna Brahman, which is therefore the real 
subject-matter. Brahman’s being the tail means, 
not that It is a part, but that It is the main sup- 
port or abode of everything. 

Because (It) is declared to be the 
cause of it ^ and. 

14. And because (Brahman) is declared 
to be the cause of it (the self consisting of 
bliss, Brahman cannot be taken as a part 
of it.) 

Brahman is the cause of everything, even of 
“the self consisting of bliss”, as also of the four 
earlier named ones, viz., the self consisting of 
food, vital force, mind, and understanding. “He 
projected all this whatever there is” (Taitt. 2. 6)* . 
The cause cannot be a part of the effect. 

XT II II 

Tl^at which has been referred to in 
the Mantra portion tpr the very same ^ moreover 
is sung. 

15. Moreover that very Brahman 
which has been referred to in the > Mantua 
portion is sung (in this Brahmana passage 
as the tail!. 
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The second chapter of the Taittiriya TJpa- 
nishad begins, “He who knows Brahman attains 
the Highest .... Brahman is Truth, Knowledge 
and Infinity. ’’ This very Brahman is finally 
declared to be the tail. Otherwise there would be 
a contradiction between the Mantra and Brahmana 
portions, which cannot be, for the Brahmanas 
only explain what the Mantras declare. Therefore 
Brahman is the primary subject-matter and is not 
treated as a part of “the self consisting of bliss.” 

\\ \\ 

•r not the other (diva) i on account 

of impossibility. 

16. (Brahman and) not the other (the 
individual soul, is meant here) on account of 
the impossibility (of that assumption). 

He who is referred to iu the passage, “The 
self consisting of bliss” etc. is said to be the 
■creator of everything. “He projected all this 
whatever there is” (Taitt. 2. 6). This the indivi- 
dual soul cannot possibly do and so is not referred 
to in the passage, “The self consisting of bliss” 
.etc. . 

II 11 

On account of the declaration of 
difference and. 

17. And on account of the declaration 
of difference (between the two, ^.e., the one 
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referred to in the passage, “The self con- 
sisting of bliss’ ' etc. and the individual soul, 
the latter cannot be the one referred to in 
the passage). 

Tiiat -wliicli is referred to iu the passage, “The 
self eonsistiug of bliss’^ etc. is said to be of the 
essence of flavour, attaining which the individnal 
eoul is blissful. “It (That which is referred to in 
the passage, “The seif consisting of bliss” etc.) is 
flavour; only after attaining (this essence of) 
flavour is this (soul) blissful” (Taitt. 2. 7). Now 
that which is attained and the attainer cannot be 
-the same. So the individual soul is not referred 
.-to in that passage under discussion. , 




■ \\M II 


On account of the word ‘bliss’, literally 
‘dosirci’, (denoting Braliman) ^ and 
(Anandamaya also) cannot be inferred as 
Brahman. 

18. And on account of the word ‘bliss’, 
literally ‘desire’, (referring to Brahman), 
(you) cannot infer (Anandamaya is also 
Brahman, since the suffix ‘mayat’ is used to 
^denote modification). 

In the scriptures the word ‘bliss’ is often used 
tfor Brahman; from this we cannot infer that 
Anandamaya, the self consisting of bliss, is also 
Brabman, for the suffix ‘mayat’ shows that it is 
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a modification. This sets aside the whole of the 
inteipretation of the Vrittikara mentioned nnder 
Sutra 12. 

^ 2?jTfer u n ii 

In this its (the Jivs^’s) ^ also 
mex'geacc as that 3?nfer teaches. 

19. (The Vedas) also teach of its (tho 
Jiva’s) becoming (on the dawning of Know- 
ledge) one with this (referred to in the 
passage under discussion). 

Since the individual soul, on the dawning of 
Knowledge, becomes one with that which is- 
referred to in the passage under discussion, the* 
latter must be Brahman. 

Hence “the self consisting of bliss” is in no- 
way the principal topic of these texts. It is- 
‘Brahiuan which is the support of everything that 
is dealt with as an independent entity in the* 
texts. 

Topic 7: The person in the swn and the 
eye is Brahman, 

11 il 

Within because Its cli}U'a(‘t('i*is- 

tics are mentioned. 

20. (The one) within (the sun and the 
eye is Brahman), because Its characteristics 
are mentioned (therein). 
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“Now that golden person who is seen within 
the sun, with a golden heard and golden hair'. . . 
as named Ut, for he has risen (udita) above all 
.evils . . . Bik and Saman are his joints . . . He 
is the lord of the worlds beyond the sun and of all 
.objects' desired by the gods’ ^ (Chh. 1. 0. G-8). 
“Now the i)erson who is seen in the eye is Rih; he 
is Sdnum, Uktha^ Yajus, Brahman. The form of 
that person in the eye is the same as that of the 
other (the x>erson in the vsun), the joints of the one 
are the joiiits of the other, the name of the one is 
the name of the other . . . He is the lord of the 
world beneath the body and of all objects desired 
by men” (Chh. 1. 7. 5-8). In the last topic, in 
spite of things to the contrary, the -very fact of 
the repetition of Brahman in the texts helped ,us 
to arrive at the. conclusion that Brahman was the 
topic of those texts. Following the same argu- 
anenl:, the repetition of abode, form, limitations, 
etc., in the texts cited ought to make some indivi- 
sdual soul which has attained to that eminence of 
being the presiding deity of the solar orb, and not 
Brahman, the toj)ic of these texts — this is the 
^objection. , 

The Sutra refutes this and says that the 
person spoken of is the Highest Brahman, as its 
characteristics — such as being above all evils,, 
being the self of everything ^like Eik, Yajus, 
:8aman (these few being mentioned only by way of 
example), and his being the lord of the worlds 
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beyoTLcl the sun Hiitl also o£ the worlds beneath the 
body — are mentioned. mention ot a parti- 

cular abode, 'i-iz., the sun, and the eye, of form, as- 
having’ a beard/ and being golden in colour, and 
of a limitation of powers is only for the purpose of 
meditation (Upasana). The Highest Lotd may, 
in order to gratify His devout worshippers, assume 
through Maya any form He likes. It is for the 
convenience of meditation that these limitations- 
are imagined in Brahman, which otherwise, in Its- 
true nature, is beyond them. 


W. II II 

On account of a distinction being 
made also SRP is different. 

21. Also on account of a distinction 
being made (in another text between the two,. 
i,e,> the person in the sun and the indivi- 
dual soul animating the sun) (the Lord) 
different (from the latter). 

‘'He who, dwells in the sun and is within the 
sun, wlwm the sun does not Itnow, whose body the 
sun is and who rules the sun from within, is thy 
-.Self, the ruler withiu, the immortal’’ (Brih. 3. 7. 
9) — this text clearly shows that the Highest Lord 
is within the sun gjid yet different from the indivi- 
dual soul identifying itself with the siin. This 
. confirms the view expressed in the last Sutra. 
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To'pic 8: The word ^AMsa' (ether) 
to he understood as Brahman. 

In tlie last topic tlie characteristics like 
“being above all evil”, etc., being o£ doubtful 
import were made to refer to Brahman and not to 
the deity of the solar orb and accordingly the 
mention of form, etc., were interpreted to be 
imagined in Biahman for tlie sake of meditation 
But now the characteristics mentioned in the text 
that are taken up for discussion are not of 
doubtful import biit refer clearly to elem^tal 
ether, so how will you interpret these texts— 
seems to be the view of the objector. 

aipppg’! (The word) Ak&sa on account of 

the characteristic marks of that (Brahman). 

22. (The word) Ak^a (ether) ^ (i& 
Brahman) on account of the characteristic 
marks of That (i.e.. Brahman) (being men- 
tioned), 

“ ‘What is the goal of this world?’ ‘Akasa,’ 
he replied. Eor all these beings take their rise 
from Akasa only and dissolve in it. Akasa is 
greater than these. It is their ultimate goal. . It 
indeed is the Supreme TJdgitha .... He who 
knowing this as such meditates on the Supreme 
XJdgitha ...” (Ohh. 1, 9. 1-2). Here ‘Akisa' 
refers to Brahman and not to the elemental Akasa 
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(etlier), as the characteristics of Brahman, namely, 
the rise of the entire creation from it and its 
return to it at dissolution are mentioned. No 
doubt these marks may also refer to the ether, as 
the scriptures say that from the ether is produced 
air, from air fire, etc., and they return to the ether 
at the end of a cycle. But then the force of the 
•words ‘all these’ and ‘only’ in the text quoted 
would be lost. To preserve it the text should be 
taken to refer to the fundamental cause of all, 
including the ether, which can be Brahman alone. 
The word ‘Akasa’ is also used for Brahman in 
other texts: “That which is called' AkSsa is the 
revealer of all forms and names.” (Chh. 8. 14. 1), 
Again Brahman alone can be ‘greater than all* 
and ‘their ultimate goal’ as mentioned in the text. 
In other scriptiiraT passages like, “He is greater 
than the earth, He is greater than the heavens” 
(Chh. 3. 14. 3), “Brahman is Knowledge and 
Bliss. It is the ultimate goal of him who makes 
gifts” (Brih. 3. 9. 28) — these qualities’ of being 
greater and the ultiiiiate goal of everything are 
mentioned, and therefore this interpretation is 
Justified, Hence the Udgitha in the text cited is 
•to be meditated upon not as a symbol of the ether 
hut of Brahman. 
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,9; The word Prana to he understood 
m Brahman. 


In the two previous topifcs,- on account of the 
characteristics of Brahman being present in- the 
' texts qucrted, it was possible „to conclude that 
IBrahmasn was ireferred to in them. The next 


IjTqf For the sartK'- reason (the word) 

iPrtoa (refers to Brahman). 

23. For the same reason (the word) 
“Prana' (also refers to Brahman). 

“ ‘Which is that deity?’ ‘Prana,’ he said. 
For all these beings merge in Prana alone and 
vfrom Prana they arise” (Chh. 1. 11. 4-5). The 
■question is whether Pras'tava (a division of 
.SSinan) is a symbol of the vital force or Brahman. 
Here Prana does not mean the vital force but 
Brahman, in which sense it is used in texts like, 
“The Prana of Prana” (Brih. 4 . 4. 18). Why? 
Because the ehaiacteristic of Brahman, “All 
these beings merge in Prana,” etc. is mentioned. 
All die divas merge in Prana, , and that is possible 
.only if ‘Prana’ is Brahman and not the vital, force 
(the ordinary sense of the word), in which only 
.the senses get merged in deep sleep. 


Topic 10: 


The word ‘light* to\ be understood 
as Brahman. , : 
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Sutra takes up for discussion a text whicli itself 
does not mention tlie characteristics of Brahman,, 
but the text prior to it does. 

Light on account of the men- 

tion of feet. 

24. (The word) Tight’ (is Brahman) 
on account of the mention of feet (in a 
com.plimentary passage). 

“rSTow that light which shines above thia 
heaven, beyond all, . . . Let a man meditate on 
this"’ etc. (Chh. 3. 13. 7). Here the question is- 
whether the meditation is to be on the light as- 
such or on Brahman. The Sutra says that Tight' 
here does not ^mean physical light which helps 
vision, such as the sun, but Brahman, because 
feet (quarters) are mentioned in a preceding text :1 
‘‘This much is Its glory, greater than this is the- 
Piirusha. One foot of It is all beings while Its 
(remaining) three feet are immortal in heaven”' 
(Chh. 3. 12, 6). The Brahman that has been so 
described in this passage is recognized in the one- 
first quoted, where Tight’ occurs, because there 
also it is said to be connected with ‘heaven’. 
Brahman is the subject-matter of not only the 
previous texts, but also of the subsequent texts;-, 
•for in the section immediately following that 
whicli contains the passage under discussion^ 
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{i.e. in Clili. 3. 14) Brahman is also the main topic. 
It is therefore but reasonable to say that the inter- . 
vening* section (Chh. 3. 13) also deals with 
Brahman. Hence ‘light’ here means Brahman. 
The word ‘light’ can be used for Brahman, which 
manifests the world even as light manifests- 
objects. The mention of limiting adjuncts with 
respect to Brahman, denoted by the word ‘light’ 
is only for the sake of meditation. 

11 

The iiK'tre (G&yatri) being mentioned 
!f is not ^ % if it be said ^ no in that way 
th<^ application of the mind has been 
inculcated cHTT ^ for so it is seen (in other 

' texts). 

25'. If it be said (that Brahman is> 
not (referred to) on account of the metre' 
(Gdyatri) being mentioned; (we reply) no, 
because in that way (i.e. by means of the 
metre), the application of the mind (on 
Brahman) has been inculcated;, for so- 
through the help of- the modifications of 
Brahman) it is seen (in other texts). , , 

An objection is raised that in the text “One 
foot of It is all beings’’, Brahman is not referred 
to, hut i the metre Gayatri, for the first paragraph 
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of the preceding section of the same Upanisliad 
.begins with, “Grayatri is everything, whatever 
here exists,” etc. Therefore the feet referred to in 
the text cited in the last Sutra refer to this metre 
and not to Brahman. In reply it is said: Not 
so; for the text, “Gayatri is all this” etc., teaches 
that one should meditate ux)on the Brahman 
which is connected with this metre, because 
Brahman, being the cause of everything, is con- 
nected with that Gayatri also, and it is that 
Brahman which is to be meditated upon. This 
interpretation would be in keeping with the other 
texts ill the same section, e.g, '‘That which is that 
Brahman” (Chli. 3. 12. 7) and also with ‘’All 
’this indeed is Brahman” (Chh. 3. 14. 1), where 
Brahman is the chief topic. Meditation on 
Brahman through Its modifications or effects is 
seen in other texts also, “Him the B.ahvricha« 
meditate upon in the great hymn” etc. [(Ait, Ar, 
■3, 2. 3. 12). Therefore Brahman as meant here, 
^and not the metre Gayatri. 

5^,11 II 

The representation of beings etc. 
as feet i is possible vf also tj^thus. 

26. Thus also (we have to conclude, 
viz:, that Brahman is the topic of the pre- 
vious passage, where Gayatri occurs) 
Tiecause (thus only) the representation of 
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the beings etc. as the feet (of Gayatri) is. 
possible. 

The beings, earth, body, and heart cun be* 
ieet only of Brahman and not of Gayatri, the 
metre — a mere collection of syllables. See Ch. 
3. 12. 2-4. So by Gayatri is here meant Brahman 
as connected with the metre Gayatri. It is this 
Brahman so particularized by Gayatri that is said 
to be the self of all in the text, “Gayatri is every- 
thing” etc. This same Brahman is again recog- 
nised as Tight’ in Chh. 3. 13. 7. 


On account of the difference in 
specification not ^ if it be said «T no 
io either (description) 
because there is no contradiction. 

27. If it be said (that Brahman of the^ 
Gayatri passage cannot be recognized in the 
passage dealing with Tight’), on account of 
difference in specification, (we reply) no,, 
there being no contradiction in either (des- 
cription to such a recognition). 

In the Gayatri passage heaven is specified as^^ 
the abode of -Brahmam,, while in the other, 
Brahman' is described as existing ‘ above heaven... ‘ 
How then can it be said that one and the same* 
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Brahman is referred to in both the passagevS? It 
can; there is no contradiction here, even as when 
we say, with reference to a bird perching on the 
top of a tree, that it is perching on the tree, or 
•that it is above the tree. The difference in the 
case-ending of the word is no contradiction, 

since file locative case is often used in scriptural 
l)assages to express, secondarily, the meaning of 
'the ablative. 


'J'herefore the word ‘light’ has to be under- 
stood as Brahman. 


11 : Indrn'ft iminiciion to Praiardana. 


■Sipr: Prd,na ^«rr (like) that being so 

comprehended (from the texts). 

28. Prana is Brahman, it being so 
comprehended (from the purport of the 
texts). 

In the previous topic the fact that Brahman’s 
three feet (quarters) were spoken of in an earlier 
text ns being, in heaven helped us to recognize 
that the same Brahman is spoken of as the light 
above heaven. The connection with heaven 
hel]ied us to this recognition. Now another text 
is taken up foi- discussion, in which there is no 
-such decisive factor. 
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111 the Kaushitald Upanishad there • occurs* 
the lollowiug con-versation between Indra and 
Pratardana, in which the latter says to Indra : 
“Yo-a yourself choose for me that boon which you 
deem most beneficial to man.” Indra said, 
“Know me only, that is what I deem most bene- 
ficial to man. .... I am Prana, the intelligent 
self (Prajnatman), meditate on me as life, as 
immortality. . . . And that Prana is indeed the 
intelligent self, blessed, nndecaying, immortal” 
(Kau. 3. 1-8). The question is raised whether 
these passages refer to the god Indra, ox the 
individual self, or the vital force, or Brahman. 
The decision is that as the characteristics of 
Brahman are more in evidence in these passages 
than those of the god Indra, individual soul, or 
the vital force (Prana), therefore Brahman is 
referred to in these passages; hence Prana here 
means Brahman. The characteristics of Brahman 
referred to are : (1) Indra says in reply to Pratar- 
dana’s request for that which is most beneficial to 
man, “Know me, I am Prana” etc., and since 
Brahman alone is most beneficial to man, Indra’s 
answer refers to Brahman. (2) Prana is spoken of 
as blessed, undecaying, immortal, which can be 
true only of Brahman. (3) The knowledge of this 
Prana is also said to absolve one from all sins:i 
“He who knows me thus, by no deed of his is his 
achievement harmed, neither by matricide nor by 
patricide. ...” (Kau. 3. 1). 
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*f Not the speaker’s on account 

of the instruction about himself ^ '^if it bo said 
abundance of reference to the- 
Inner Self % because 31^R^inthis. 

29. If it be said that (Brahman is) not 
(referred to in these passages) on account of 
the speaker’s instruction about himself 
(we reply not so), because there is abundance 
of reference to the Inner Self in thivS. 
(chapter). 

An objection is raised that the word ‘Prana’,, 
cannot as stated in the lust- Sutra, refer to- 
Brahman, since the speaker India describes him- 
self by the word ‘PrSna’ in, “I am Prana” etc. 
But as in this conversation there are profuse refer- 
ences, as already pointed out in Sutra 28, to the- 
Inner Self or Brahman, ‘Prana’ here must be 
taken as Brahman. And India’s describing him- 
self as Prana is apt, since he identifies himself 
with Brahman in that instruction, as did the Sage- 
Vfimadeva. 

II II 

Through realization of the trutli con- 
firmed by the scriptures 5 but iustructioni 

<^m^«Rd[like Vamadeva. 








W. Buti (Indra’s) mstructioii (to Pra- 
taa’dana is‘ justified) by his realization of the 
Truth confijrmed by tbe scriptures (ms., that 
he is Brahjpttan), as did (the sage) Vfiiaa- 
deva. : ‘ 

VSiiiadevM ‘ realissftd; BrahmuTt 

suid T waS; Manii, and tlie sun,” etc., wliich 
jiistified ‘by ‘(Ke ‘passage : ‘‘WMcbsoew of the 
gods kne\s^ It . (Brahman) became That” (Brih. 
I. 4. lO). Inirn's instruction also is like that. 
Having reaU^scd the truth, “Thou art That ^ 
declared’ ,t?y thcj scriptures, he identifies himseli 
in tlie instruction with the Supreme Brahman. 

3rrf«?tr^ 5 ^ n b 

• On account of tUe characteris- 

tujs of the individual soul and the vital energy ^ not 
^ if it be said ^ not so because ■ 

it wovild enjoin threefold meditation on 

account of Pr^na being accepted elsewhere in the 
sense of Brahman) ^ here ^^^because word's 
denoting Brahman are mentioned with reference 
to Pr^na,. ‘ ■ 

31 . . If it be said that (Brahmau) is, 
jiot referred itoi on account of the character-' 
isties of the individual soul and the vital 
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force (being mentioned),, (we say) not so, 
because (such an interpretation) would 
enjoin threefold meditation. (Up^ana); 
because Prana has been accepted (else- 
where in the sense of Brahman); and 
because here also (words denoting Brahman) 
are mentioned with reference to Prana. 
(Hence it is to be understood to mean 
Brahman). 

The passages uiuler discussion might as well 
refer to the individual soul and the vital force, 
for their characteristics also are found: “One 
should know the aiieaker and not inquire into 
speech’’ (Kan. 3. 8), “Prana, laying hold of this 
body, makes it rise up” (Kau. 3. 3). The Sutra 
refutes such a view and says that Brahman alone 
is referred to by ‘Prana’; for the above interpreta- 
tion would involve a threefold Upasana, viz., of 
the individual soul, of the chief vital force, and 
of Brahman, which is against the accepted rules 
of scriptural interpretation. Fo single passage 
can be made to yield three difiterent meditations 
in this way by splitting it np. Moreover in the 
beginning we have, “Know me only”, followed 
by;, “I am Prana”, and in the end again we have, 
“And that Prana indeed is the intelligent self, 
blessed, undecaying, immortal”, which shows 
that the same topic is kept np throughout. There- 
fore ‘Prana’ must be taken in the sense of 
Brahman and that on the ground that Its 
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»;'liurac.tt.!ri:ities are i'ouiid in tlxis passag-e wliii'li liave 
^ilreatly been refe-iTBcl to iai Sutra 1. 1. Tliis 
meaitiiig' of ‘Prana’ is found in otter scriptural 
passages, and we are Justified in taking it in ttat 
sense liere, since words denoting Brahman are 
Exientioiied with reference to ‘Prana’. 


OHArXEU I 


■ ■ Sectio^t 

In the latter paj't of section 1,. certain- scrip- 
tnryl terms generally used in a different sense 
iiuve ffeen shown throngh reasoning to refer to 
lirahman, and consequently certain pas, sages of 
the scriptures of doubtful sense^ but containing* 
clear charactori, sties of Brahman, have been 
shown to refer to Brahinaai. Now in this and the 
next section some more passages ot doubtful 
import, especially with no clear mention of the- 
'characteristics of Brahman in them,, are taken up 
for discussion. 

Topic li The Being consistwg of the mind 
is Brahman , 

^ II 

Throughout (the scripturevs) be- 

cause there is taught (the Brahman which is) 
well known. 

1, (That which consists of the mind 
[Manomayal is Brahman) because there is 
taught (in this text) (that Brahman which 
is) well known (as the cause of the universei 
throughout (the scriptures). 


fa..2.2] 
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Sutrus 1-8 shoN\* ibat tbe Being wlio consists 
the miml (.Manomuya) and is prescribed as tke 
•i^biect of TTpasynu or meditation in tlie text, 
“All this indeed is Bralmian, for it bas its begib- 
nino'. end, and sabsistenee in It; so let a man 
meditate Avitk a ealra mind, . . . He who am- 
of ike mind, whoso body, is Prana (the subtle 
bodv^’’ etc. (Chh. d. 14. 1-2) is Brabman and not 
rtbe' individual soul. Wby? Because tbe text 
‘in-iiis with “All this is Brahman”, wherein that 
Bnxhman which is treated as the cause of the 
nnivorsB' in all scriptural texts is described. Since 
tbe beginning I'efers to Brabman, it is but proper 
that the later senten<*e where “He who consists of 
the mind” occurs, slioiild also refer to Brahman 
•os distinguished by certain qualities; otherwise 
there would arise the inconsistency of suddenly 
introducing a new subject and dropping the 
girevioiis one. Moreover the text here speahs of 
njiasana, meditation, and as such it is but apt that 
Brahman which is described in all other texts as 
•an object of meditiition is also taught here and not 
th^. individual soul which is nowhere prescribed as 
.siudi. Moreover, one can become calm as the text 
a.sbs only by meditating on Brahman which is 
Iiereft of all anger, hatred, etc. 

II H 

Because, qualities desirc'd to be 
I ’.ex pressed nr(‘ befitting ^ moreover. • “ * 
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2. Moreover the qualities desired to 
be expressed are befitting (only in the case 
of Brahman; and so the passage refers to 
Brahman). 

‘*He wlio conaists of tlie mind, whose body is 
Prana (the siibtle body), Avhose foiiii is Hg’ht, 
resol-ve is true, whose nature is like that of ether 
'(o3niiipresent and invisible)’’, etc. (Chli. 3. 14. 2) 
— the qualities mentioned in this text as topics of 
meditation are possible in the case of Brahman 
alone. Therefore the conclusion is that such a 
qualified Brahman alone is to be meditated uimn. 

II ^ II 

Because (they) are not appropviat(' ^ on. 
the other hand sf is not the individual soul, 

3. On the other hand the individual 
soul is not (referred to by the text) because- 
these qualities are not appropriate (to it). 

I'^H II ’<!? II 

Object ajJCent on account of the 

mention ^ and. 

4. And on account of the mention of 
the attainer and the object attained (“He 
who consists of the mind” refers to Brah- 
man and not to the individual soul) . 

in tbe same ebapter of the P.bhaiido'i’yoi 


1 . 2 . 0 ] 
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rpani&liad tliere occurs tlie passage, ‘'When 
haye departed from hence, I shall attain Him 
1 3 . 14. 4), where ‘Him’ refers to “"Who consists of 
the mind”, the object of meditation spoken of in 
the earlier passage. Therefore He is necemrilt 
different from the person who meditates, the in- 
(Hvidnal soul referred to in the above text by the 
pronoun ‘I’* ’ 

H ^ 11 

5. Because of the difference (indicated 
by the case-endings) of the words. 

In the Satapatha Brahmana, where the same 
idea is expressed in similar words, we have, 
a grain of rice, or a grain of barley . . . so is tha 
golden Being in the self” (10. 0. 3. 2), 
individual soul and ‘the self consisting of the 
mind’ are clearly described as two different 
entities, for ‘the self consisting of the mind — 
.rhicli is denoted by a word in the nominative case- 
—is described as being in the individual self, the 
word denoting it being in the locative case. There- 
fore it is clear that the individnal self is not 
refer-ved to in the text under discussion. 

II ^ II 

From the Smriti ^ also. 

6. From the Smriti also (we learn 
that the individual soul is difierent from the 
one referred to in the text under discussion). 
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■'I'jjt; SHiriii rtifemKl to . is, .‘‘The' Lord, 0 
Ai-junuj is seated in the heu-rts .of ;aM ibeings’’ tdc. 
tGita 18. Gi). "We luust not foi'g'eij'.ihotyfever, ihat 
,a.reoi‘(]ing to Advaitu Vodanta tliiai : diftereiice is 
tmiy iiiiagiimry and Jioi n'ul. The d.ifi£ereiii*e exists 
oTjl.y so long as igjioraive.e -lasts, and the. f.'uU import 
of the text “Thou art That” has -not been ireali7.ed. 

.'f' 

0^47"^ J| jj • . I 

Be.ea (is*:* of tlie sinallneSS of the 
ahmle atre.ouiit of its being designated, 

i\s sneh {/. r. .small) ^ alsl» ?r’ not ^ %9[if if b<‘ 
saul «T not so (d=«^l'Wk«iia for tln^ sake .of eonteini>3a- 
tion SO oqtWLlike, tin- (‘tln-r and. 

7. If it be said that (the passage 
does) not (refer to Braliman) because of the 
smallness of the abode (referred to, viz,, the 
heart) and also on account of its being 
designated as siicli {i.e. as minute); (we say,) 
not so, (because Brahman -has been, so cha- 
racterized) for tlie sake of contemplation 
and because the case is similar to that of the 
ether. 

“He is my self within the heart, smaller than 
tt grain of rice, simillei* than a grain of barley’' 
etc. (Chh; 3, 14. 3). I'bis tett oocure in the saine 
seotion in whioli we also find ‘‘the. Self consisting 
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ot tile miud'’. The objectioii is raised 'tkat -since 
•.-tliese limitations are apt not in the ' case' of 
iliahitaan but of the individual soul, it is the 
latter that' is referred to by “the self consisting 
-of the mind”. The Sutra refutes it and says that 
Brahman here is thus chain cterixed for the con- 
vtnience of conteni])lation, as otherwise it is ditti- 
.x-ult t(' meditate on the all-])ervading Brahman. 
This does not mar Its omnipresence, as these 
limitations are meredy imagined in Brahman and 
are not real. The ease i.s analogous to that of the 
<:dhei* in the eye of the needle, which is spoken of 
*1,8 limited atid small, Tshereus in fact it is all- 
, pervading. 

C II 

That it lias expcriiMice. (of pleasure 
and , pain) ^ if it said ff not so 
because of the ditferenci' in nature. 

8. If it be said that (being connected 
with the hearts of all individual souls oft 
; account of Its oinnipi’esence, It would also) 
have experience (of pleasure and pain), (we 
:say), not vso, because of the difference in the 
nature (of the two). 

The mere fact that Brahman is all-pei’vading 
and connected wdth the hearts of idl individual 
■ souls, and is also intelligent Idee them, does not 
inakc It subject to pleasure and pain. Far the 
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jiiflividual soul is an agent, the doer of good and 
bad deeds, and therefore experiences pleasure and 
pain, while Brahman is not an agent, and there- 
fore does not experienoe pleasure and pain. R 
fallacious argument is often put forward that 
because Brahman and the individual soul are in 
reality identical, therefore the former is also 
subject to the pleasnre and pain experienced by 
the latter. Bnt then this identity only refutes- 
file experience of pleasure and pain even by the- 
individual soul as being due to ignorance; for in 
reality there is neither the. individual soul nor 
pleasure and pain. TJierefore the argument of 
identity cannot be turned the other way to make 
even the ever pure Brahman subject to evil. 

Topic '2'. The cater is Brahman. 

In the last topic the experience of pleasure 
and pain in Brahman is denied. Here, in this 
topic, the fact that Brahman is not an agent is 
established — ^which is its connection with the- 
previous topic. 

31W The eater because the movable 

and immovable ii. e. the whole universe) is 
taken (as his food). 

9. The eater (is Brahman), because 
both the movable and immovable {i.e. the^ 
entire universe) is taken (as bivS food). 


1.2. lOj 
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“Who thus knows where He is, to whom l:lie 
Brahnmnas and Ksliatriyas are ^as it were) but 
food and death itself a condiment^’ (Hath. 1. 2. 
25)? This passage says that there is some eater. 
Who is this eater referred to by ? Is it the 
fire referred to in another text as eater; “Soma 
indeed is food, and fire the eater” (Brih. 1. 4. 6);. 
or is it the individual soul referred to as eater in, 
“One of them (uits the sweet fruit” (Mu. d. 1. I). 
Thi.s vSutra say.s it is neither, bnt the Supreme' 
Lord, for the text says that in Him the whole of 
creation, movable and immovable,, is reabsorbed. 
The fact that <leath, wljiich destroys everything 
else, is swallowed up )is a condiment, shows that 
the entire creation is referred to as His food. 
The Brahmauas and Kshatriyas are mentioned us 
mere examples, since they are the foremost of- 
created beings. The eater of such a stupendous 
thing can be Brahman alone and none else. 

II II 

the context and. 

10. And because (Brahman) is the* 
subject of the discussion. 

In an earlier text Kachiketas asks Yama : 
“Tell me of that which you see as neither good 
nor bad action, as neither eh’ect nor cause, as-, 
neither past nor future” (Hath. 1. 2. 14). In this 
text Brahman is inquired iuto and Yama answers 
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.^ou ill brieiWt is Aum*’ (KatL.. 1. 2. 
'jo). Invfjiev on be kjs, “Tlie Self is neither 
boi'n not ,loes it diB» i. o. 18), aad finalu, 

•com.Judos with the passage iu which the eater i, 
■mei[liom.(l. All this clearly shews that Brahaia.i 
IS the tcipic, and therefore the ‘eater’ is Brahman, 
-It also to lows from the peenliar characteristic 

r'~:: t" aag-nine It, which is ref'ened 

'to IU the text undet discussion. 


An oh.,ection may bo raised on the ground 
l a the scriptee itself in another place denies 
hat Hrahiiian is tJie ‘cater’; "The other 
(Jtndtouui) looks O.U Avitliout oatino." (Mn 3 . 11 ) 

J ut ‘eating’ in this text refers to the experi'ence 
-Ot pleasuro and pain, while iu the text under dis- 

*rthe '•“‘iJ'soi'Ption of the uniyersa 

-at the time of (Ussolution, which the scriptures 
^atfribute to Brahman alone • 


fr' r'"' ‘Entered the 


3?i cayity ( of the heart ) jM the two that, 
Imve entered ^ are the two solves {individual 
.•and ;,„preme) ^ i„,b,c(l because it is so 

«ccri. ■ ; 


II.- Tllfe two that have entered into 
the c.«v,ty (Df.. the heart) are indeed Ae 
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individual s^lf and the Supreme Self, beeause' 
it i& so seen. 

In. the Katha Uxianishad tiiei'e occurs, tlie.' 
l)assage, “Having* entered the cavity of the heari,. 
the two enjoy the reward of their works, in thc' 
body’’ (1. 3. 1). The quefstioh’ is whether the- 
couple referred to are the individnal and 

Brahman, or the individnal sonl and' intellect 
(Bnddhi). The opponent, following the argument 
of the previous topic, says it is the latter. In the 
last topic the nearness of the word ‘death’ helped 
ns to., interpret ‘Brahniana’ and ‘KshatTiyu’ as. 
typical of the whole phenomenal world, similarly 
the nearness of the word ‘enjoy’ would make the- 
two in the text refer to limited thingvS like the 
individual soul and intellect. The Sutra . refutes . 
this and. says that the coui)le referred to axe the 
individual soul and Brahman, for numerals - 
denote things of the same class. “When a cow is’- 
brought to us and we say, “Bring* another”, it. 
jueans another cow. So if with an intelligent, self, 
the individual soul, another is said to enter the-^ 
cavity of the heart, it must refer to another of the 
same class, i.e, to another .sentient heing, and not 
to the. intellect (Bnddhi), which is insentient. The- 
fact that both are said to enjoy the fruits of' 
actions, which cannot apply to the Highest. 
Brahman, is thus exxdained: Sometimes the- 
characteristics of one in a group are indirectly 
applied to the whole group, as : when we say,. 
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‘‘Tiie lueii witli aB UBibrella’*, wkere only one liufi 
an umbrella and not tlie whole group. So here 
also, though it is only one that is enjoying tbe 
fruits of aetions, botli are so spoken of. 

\\ \\ II 

fl^fBRl^From the Hpeeifieation ^ and. 

12. And from the (distinctive) quali- 
ties (of the two mentioned in subsequent 
texts). 

The texts 8ubs(}quent to the one under diseus- 
sion mention the tiharacteristics of the two that 
have entered the cavity of the heart, which show 
that these are the individual soul and Brahman. 
“K.n(iW that the soul is the' charioteer” etc. (Kath, 
1. 0. 3) and “He attains the end of the journey, 
that supreme state of Vishnu” {Ibid^ 1. 3. 9), 
where the two are mentioned as the attainer and 
■the goal attained, «..e. as the Jiva and Brahman. 
In a previous passage also the two are spoken of 
as the meditator and the object of meditation. 
“The sage relinquishes joy and sorrow, having 
realized by meditation . . , that effulgent (liie 
. . . seated in the heart” (Kath. 1, 2. 12). 

Topic 4: The person within the eye is 
Brahman, 

In the last topic the reference to ‘two’ occur- 
ling at the beginning of tlie text discussed, was 
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interpreted to denote two of the same class, i.e. 
•tw'o sentient beings, and the entrauee into the 
<aTity of the heart, mentioned later on, was 
interpreted accordingly. The same line of argu- 
ment should be used, says the opponent, to intei- 
pret the tc.vt of this topic. That is, the person in 
the eye ought to be taheii as a reflection in % eye, 
iis it occurs at the beginning of the text, and the 
subsequent mention of immortality, fearlessness, 
-etc. ought to be explained away, as praise or 
otherwise. The inverse method, i.e, taking these 
words to refer to Brahman and thus fixing the 
person in the eye to be Brahman, should not be 
followed. In this way the opponent wants to 
!show that the argument of the pibrious one is 
•defective, for it will launch us into difficulties 
with respect to other texts of the Sruti. 

II II 

SiRR: Inside ( the eye) on actiount of 

the appropriateness of (attributes). 

13. (The person) inside (the eye is 
Brnhmaa) on account of (the attributes 
mentioned therein) being appropriate (only 
to Brahman). 

“This person that is seen in the eye is the 
self. This is immortal and fearless; this is 
Brahman’^ (Chh. 4. 15, 1). Tlie qudStion is 
whether the person referred to here is the 
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refl'uition of a ■ person in the eye, or the indivi- 
dual soul, or the sun, Avhieh helps sig-ht, ov 
Brahman. The Sutra says that . this person iu,' 
the eye is Brahman, because the qualities, .‘im- 
mortal’, .‘fearless’, etc., mentioned here with res- 
pect to, that person can he true only of Brahman,, 
and >il"j^y cnnnot be olherwise explained away. 

t>ecans(« abode etc. ^ ■/. c. name 
and form) are attributed to it fimi 

14. And tecanse abode etc. {i.e. name 
and form) are attributed to It (Brahman) 
(by other scrij^tural texts also, for the sake 
of contemplation). 

But, how cun the all-pervading Brahman be-, 
in a limited space like the eye? The assignatiojir 
of a definite locality to the, all-pervading Brahmaiv. 
only serves the purpose of meditation (ITpasana). 
In other scriptur'ul texts, the dise of the sun, the- 
cavity of the heart, even the eye itself (Brili. 3. 7. 
It3) and similar pure sjjots have been prescribed as. 
places for; the contemplation of Brahman. vSo* 
here it ia prescribed that Brahman should be con- 
templated in the eye. Kot only abode, but even 
name and form are attributed to Brahman for the- 
purpose of meditetio-n, as Brahman without attri-, 
butes camnot be an object of contemplation. 
chh. 1 , 6 ., 6 - 7 ), , . 
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W n account of tli« rcfcii-encc (to 
Brahman) distinguished by bliss verily 'T and. 

15. And verily on account of the 
reference (in the passage to Brahman) dis- 
tinguished by bliss (mentioned at the, begin- 
ning of the Prakarana). 

“'The vital energy is Brahman, bliss is 
Brahman, the ether is Brahman” (Chh. 4. 10. 5) 
— so taught the fires to TTpakosala Kamalayana 
about. Brahman, and this same Brahman is further, 
elucidated by his teacher as “the person in the 


The way of those who have 
realized the Truth of the Upanishads on 

account of the statement ^ also. 

16. Also on account of the statement 
of the way (after death) of those who have 
known the Truth of the Upanishads {i,e. 
knowers of Brahman) (with reference to the 
knower of the person in the eye). 

The Devayfina path or the path of the gods^ 
by which a knower of Brahman travels after death 
and which is described in the Prasna -TJpanishad 
1,10 and othet scriptural texts, is referred to here- 
Since the kinower of “the person in the' eye” also 
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goes by tbis path, after death, and since it is 
hno^sm from scriptures that none other except the 
hnower of Brahman goes by this path after death, 
“the perkon in the eye” must be Brahman. 

ii tl 

Not existing always on account 

of the impossibility ^ and not ?icRs any other. 

17. (The person in the eye is the 
Supreme Self) and not any other (i.e. indivi- 
dual soul etc.) as these do not exist always; 
^nd on account of the impossibility (of the 
qualities of the person in the eye being attri- 
buted to any of these). 

The reflection in the eye, for example, does 
not exist always, nor can the qualities like 
immortality, fearlessness, etc., be appropriately 
.ascribed to this reflection. So no other self except 
the Supreme Self is liere spoken of as the person in 
the eye. 

Topic b: The ruler within is Brahman. 

In the last topic, while interpreting the 
person in the eye as Brahman it has been taken 
for granted that the eye is prescribed in Brih. d. 
7. 18 as an abode of Brahman for contemplation, 
;and that therefore here also the eye is prescribed 
.as an abode* The present topic takes np for dis- 
•cussion this text of Brihadaranyaka and establishes 
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itlie concltision that was taken for granted in the 
■last topic* 


3RfZ{Ml‘ The Ruler within in the gods 

•etc. account of Its qiialities being 

mentioned. 

18. The Euler within of the gods and 
so on (is Brahman) on account of the 
qualities of that (Brahman) being men- 
tioned. 

“Dost thou know the Internal Ruler” etc. 
(Brill. 3. 7. 1); and again, “He who inhabits the 
.<iarth, but is within it, whom the' earth doe's not 
knon', ... is the Internal Ruler, your own 
immortal self” (Brih. 3. 7. 3). The “Internal 
Ruler” spoken of here is Brahman and not the 
individual soul endowed Avith Siddhis (powers) or 
the presiding deity, or anything else, for the 
characteristics of Brahman are mentioned in the 
cioncluding part of the te!s:t cited, wherein the 
Ruler is spoken of as identical with the individual 
tsouI and immortal, which can be true only of 
Brahman. He is also described in this section as 
being all-])ervading, since * he is inside and the 
Ruler within of everything, mt. the earth, the 
sun, water, hre, sky, the ether, the seuses, etc., 
and this also can be true only of Brahinanj 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS [1,2*20 

^^;ll 

^ !N either ^ and ^RraJ?[,that which is mentioned' 
in the (Sfi-nkbya) Smriti because 

attributes contrary to its nature are mentioned. 

19. • Aud neither is (the Ruler within) 
that which is talked of in (Sankhya)) 
Smriti {i,e. Pradhana), because attributes 
contrary to its nature are mentioned (here). 

The Pradhana is not this ‘ 'Internal Euler” a» 
the attributes : “He is the immortal”; “unseen- 
but seeing', unheard hut heariiij?,” etc. (Brih. 3>. 
7. 23), do not hold true of tlic non-intellig'eiit 
PraclliSna. 

H. II Ro II 

5r[fk;! The individual soul also ( ?! not ) 

(the followers of) both (the recensions — ^K^bnwa and 
M^dhyandina.) % for as different this (the 
Jiva) read. 

20. Also the individual soul (is not tho 
Biller w'ithin), for this is read as different 
(from the Internal Buler) by the followers 
of both (the recensions, viz. the Kanwa and 
Madhyandina ■ Sakhas of the Briliad- 
4ranyaka U panishad) . , 

The negative ‘not’ is to be supplied from the 
last -Sutra. 

“He who dwells in knowledge” etc. — says- 


1.2.21 J 


brahma-sutras 
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Blrili. 3. 7. 22, liaiiwa reading, where ‘kuoAvledge 
stands for the individual soul, for it eonsists oi 
kuoAvIedge. “He who dwells in the self —is the 
iI3dlivandina reading of the same passage, wheie 
‘self 'stands for the individual soul, ihesc quota- 
tions make it dear that in eUher reading the 
individual soul is spoken of as difterent from Ih 
■•quterual Bnler’’, for it is the ruler of the iiidiM- 

-dual soul also. r n , .i 

Here again Ave should not forget that the 
.difference of the Internal Buler, the Supreme 
lord, and the individual soul is merely the pro- 
■duct of Nescience. There is on\j one Self within, 
for two selves are not possible. But owing to 
limiting adjuiu^ts the one Self is treated as it it 
'■were two. 

Topic (l‘. That which cannot he seen is 
Brahmian. 

Ill the last topic the ruler within was inter- 
g:)reted as the Supreme Lord and not the Pradhana, 
for qualities like, ‘seeing’, ‘hearing’, etc., which 
.are contrary to the nature of the PradhSna, were 
•present, Noav certain texts whicli do not mention 
’■such qualities so as to exclude the Pradhana are 
-taken up for discussion. 

Possessor of qualities like invisi- 
'■bility^etc. on account of the qualities being 

■mentioned, ’ 
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21. The possessor of qualities like in- 
visibility etc. (is Brahman) on account of 
(Its) characteristics being mentioned. 

“Tiiat whieli cannot Ixj seen nor seized, wliicli 
is without orig'in . . . eternal, aU-i)erva(lmg’, 
omnipresent, extremely subtle . . . , the .sourc^e 
of all beings, which the wise behold” (Mu. 1. J... 
6). Th(^ Being which is the sounfe of all beings, 
is not the Pradhana but Brahman, for qualities- 
like ‘"He is all-knowing, all-perceiving” (Mu. 1. 
1. 91 are true only of Brahman and not of the 
Pi’ndhana, which is iion-iiitelligcni . Obviously it 
cannot refer to the individual .soul as it is limited. 

i | 1 1 

On account of the mention of 
characteristic qualities and differences not 
the other two. 

22. The other two {viz. the individual; 
kSouI and the Pradhana) are not (referred lo- 
in the passage), because the characteristics, 
of Brahman and the difference (of the Being 
which is the source of all beings from the 
individual soul and the Pradhana) are 
mentioned. 

*‘That heavenly person is without body, (‘oiu- 
prisos the external and the internal, is birthless,, 
w'itliout the vital force and without mind, pnre,. 
higher than the high Imperishable” (Mu, 2. 1. 2).- 
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Epitliets like ‘heavenly', ‘birtkless’, ‘pure’, etc. 
apply to Bralinian and not the individual «onl,- 
which considers itself limited, impure corporeal, 
etc. “Higher than the high Imperishable (Pra- 
dhana)” shows that the source of all beings spoken 
of in the last Sutra is not the Pradhana but some- 
thing different from it. 


U II 

Iform being mentioned also. 

23. Also because (its) form is men- 
tioned (the passage under discussion refers 
to Brahman), 

Subsequent to the text quoted in the previous 
Sutra we have the following text, The Person 
indeed is all this— sacrifice, knowledge, etc.” 
(Mu. 2, 1. 10) which shows that “the source of all 
beings” referred to in the text under discussion, 
is none other than the Supreme Lord or Brahman, 
because it is the self of all beings. 


Topic 7: Vaisvdnara is Brahman. 

In the last topic a general quality like in- 
visibility equally applicable to Brahman and the 
Pradhana was interprted to refer to Brahman 
taking into consideration qualities like all- 
knov/ingness etc. mentioned later on in the sec- 
tion. following this argument tihe objector takes 
some texts .for discussion and insists that the 
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iVaisvanara’ referred to in tliem must be tbe ordi- 
narjr fire in view of specifications like “the sup- 
port of sacrifice” mentioned later on. n 



Vaisvfi,nara because of 

the quaJifyiiig adjuncts to tlui common words 
(Vaisv4iiara and self). 

24. Vaisvanara (is Brabman)' be- 
•cause of the qualifying adjuncts to the 
common words (‘Vaisvanara’ and ‘Self’). 

“But he who worships this Vaisvanara Self 
extending from heaven to the earth as identical 
with his own self, eats food in all beings, in all 
selves; of that Vaisvanara self Sutejas (heaven) is 
the head, the sun the eye”, etc. (Chh. 5. 18. 1-2). 
IN'ow what is this Vaisvanara Self? ‘Vaisvanara’ 
generally means fire, the presiding deity of fire 
and the gastric fire. ‘Self’ I’efers to both the in- 
dividual soul and the Supreme Self. Which of 
these is referred to in the passage? Whatever 
be the ordinary meaning o£ these two words, the 
fintra says that here the Supreme Self is referred 
to, on account of the qualifying adjuncts to these 
words. The adjuncts are : Heaven is the head of 
this Vaisvfinara Self, the sun its eyes, etc., and 
this is possible only in tbe case of the Supreme 
Self. Again ' the result of meditation on this 
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Yaisvanara Self having* .the . parts., stated is the 
.attainment of all desires, and freedom from all 
sin. (Vide'Chli. 5. 24. 3). This also can he 'true 
if the Highest Self is meant. Moreover, the chap- 
ter begins with the inqtiiry, “What is onr Self? 
What is Brahiuan?” — where the word , -^Brahman' 
is used in its itrimary sense, and so it is x^rpper to 
think that the whole chaitter delineates Brahman. 

ii 11 

WRFi Described in the Sniriti indicatory 

mark W^niiist be because. 

25. Because that (cosmic form of the 
.Supreme Lord) ^vllich is described in the 
Smriti must be an indicatory mark (from 
which we arrive at the meaning of this 
Srnti text under discussion). 

The Smritis are interpretations of Srnti 
texts. So -where a doubt arises as to the meaning 
• of u Srnti the former inay be (ionsulted to throw 
light on the subject. The Sniriti describes the 
■ cosmic form of the Supreme Lord as, “He whose 
.mouth is fire, whose head is heaven, . . . -^Lose 
ears are the regions — salutation to Him, whose 
body -is the universe’’, which agrees with the 
description in the text under discusvsion. Hence 
'we have to conclude that the Highest Lord is 
.referred to in the texts. ... 
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Because of tlie word and other reasons 
inside' SlfeWdf^ on account of (its) existing 
and «T not ^ %?[ if it be said «I not so as such 
on account of the instruction to conceive 
it being impossible as person also 

t^^him also (they) describe. 

26. If it be said that (Vaisvanara) 
is not (Brahman) because of the word 
(‘Vaisvanara', which has a definite mean- 
ing, viz. gastric fire) and other reasons, and 
on account of its existing inside (which is . 
true of gastric fire), (we say) not so, because •* 
there is the instruction to conceive (Brah- 
man) as such (as the gastric fire), because it 
is impossible (for the gastric fire to have the • 
heaven etc. for its head and other limbs) and 
also because (the Vajasaneyins) describe him 
(Vaisvanara) as a person (which the gastric 
fire is not). 

Ohjection : The ordinary meaning o? 
‘Taisvanara’ is fire and the Srnti also says that it 
is seated inside: “.He who Imows this Vaisvanara 
abiding within man” (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 1. 11), 
wliieli applies to the gastric fire only. Hence it 
alone, and not Brahman, is referred to in the text 
under discussion. 
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Tlie Sutra refutes this objection firstly 
because the scripture here teaches the worship of 
Brahman in the g-astric fire by way of meditation. 
(ITpasuna), eA-en as in the passage, “Let a maiii 
meditate on the mind as Brahman” (Chh. 3, 18. 
3). Secondly because the gastric fire cannot huTe- 
heaven for its head, and so on. Thirdly because 
V{ii.svanara is (’ouceived as a person by the- 
Vajasaneyiiis : “This Agni Yaisvanara is a-, 

perscii” etc. (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 1. 11). Hence- 
‘Vaisvanara’ Iiere refers to Brahman, Avhich is all- 
pervading and can also be conceived of as a 
■ person."', 

^ II II 

For the same reason sr (is) not deity 
^ elements and. 

27. For the same reason (Vaisvfi- 
nara) is not the deity (fire) or the element 
(fire). 

For the same reason — as stated in the- 
previous Sutra. 

igRW Directly arfg even no contradiction' 

'alfilft* (so says) Jaimini. 

28. Even (if by ‘Vaisvanara’ Brah- 
man is) directly (taken as the object of wor- 
ship), there is no contradiction j (so says) 
Jaimini. 
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Tu tile last Sutra it was explained tliat medi- 
tation on Brahman in the gastric fire, taking it as 
a symbol, was taught. This Sutra says that 
‘A^aisvanara' can be taken directly to mean 
Brahman as an object of eonteniplation, for 
‘A'aiavanara^ is the same as A^isvanara, which 
means the universal man, i.e, the all-pervading 
Brahman Itself. 

II U 

On account of manifestation ^ so 
(says) Asmarathya,. 

20. On account of manifestation — ^so 
says Asmarathya. 

The reference to Amisvanara in the text under 
discussion as extending from heavens to the earth 
is explained here. Even though the Lord is all- 
pervading, yet He specially manifests Himself 
as extending from heaven to the earth for the 
■tsake of the devotees. 

II II 

For the purpose of constant remembrance 
(so says) Bitdari. 

30. For the purpose of constant 
remembrance — ^so says Badari. 

The Highest I^ord may be called “measured 
hy a span” (to render the term Tradesamatra’ 
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differently), because He is reiiienibered tlirou^li 
the laind, wbieh is seated in the heart, and the- 
heart is of the sixe of a span. 

^ II II 

53^ J Because of imaginary identity ^ so 
(says) Ja imiiii ?rsii% for so declares (the Srnti);. 

31. Because of imaginary identity (tke- 
Supreme Lord may be called span long), so* 
says Jaimini; for so (the Sruti) declares. 

Sainpat Upasanfi is a Icind of meditation in. 
which something is iniugined as identical with 
something else on account of some kind of 
similarity or likeness. As, for example, when the- 
cosmi(^ being- (Purushu) is worshipped through 
the identification of His different limbs with the- 
different parts of the worshipper’s body from the 
top of the head to the chin. The head of the wor- 
shipper is heaven, the eyes the snn and the moon, 
and so on. In this meditation of the cosmic- 
Person He is limited to the size of a span, the dis- 
tance from the top of the head to the chin. 
Therefore, says Jaimini, in the text under discus- 
sion, the Supreme Lord is regarded as of the size- 
of a span. 

i) Vi II 

31WiPd Teach ^ moreover i3!JiTRE,tMs a#PRin this, 

32. Moreover (the JabMas) teach that 
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■this (Supreme Lord is to be meditated upon) 
in this (space between the head and the chin). 

See Jabala Upanisluul 1. 

Sutras 27 — 32 justify the reference to tke 
Supreme Lord by tbe term ‘Pvadesamatra’ ‘'kis 
«extcutlii]g: from lieavea to tbe eartk’% or “as 
^measured by a span”. 


CHAPTKE I 


Section ixi 

In the. ]af»t section texts of doubtful imiiort 
'Were interpreted to refer to Bralman, and in s<j 
•doing the find' that Brahman i.s the one object of 
-all devout meditations helped us mucli. In this 
secdion some more texts of doubtful import aie 
taken up for discussion and are interpreted to 
refer to Brahman, and in this interpretation the 
fact tliat Brahman is the one object of knowledge 
is taken advantage of. 

Topic 1 : The reMinij-place of heaven, 
earth, etc. u Brahman. 

In the last topic of the last section the word 
‘Yui?vanara’, which usually means the gastric 
■fire, w^us interpreted as Brahman, in view of the 
words, “Its head is heaven’% occurring at the 
•end of the text. IMlowing this argument the 
Kipponent takes up for discussion a text where the 
word ‘immortal’ should refer to the Pradhana 
nnd not to Brahman, on account of the woril 
‘bridge’ which occurs at the end of the text. A 
bridge connects with something beyond, and as 
there can be notbing beyond Brahman, the word 
‘bridge’ excludes Brahman,, and so ‘immortar. 
refers not to Brahman but to the Pradhana* , , . 
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^ The ve8tiug-l)lace of heaven, 
earth, etc, ueeoimt of the word ‘Self. 

1. The resting-place of heaven, earth 
etc. (is Brahman) on account of the word 
*Seif’ (or on account of the actual words of. 
the Sruti) (designating this resting-place). 

“.Ill Him heureii, the earth, uud the sky are 
woven, as also the mind with all the senses. Know 
that Self alone and leave oft other talk! ^He is 
the bridge of lin mortality” (Mu. 3. 3. 5), He 
who is spoken of as the. abode, in whom the earth, 
heu’''cn, etc. are woven is Brahman, on aeoorint of 
the term ‘Self, which is appropriate only if 
Brahman is referred to in the text and not Pra- 
dhaua or Bntratman. Or there are actual texts in 
which Brahman is spoken of as the abode by 
terms properly designating Brahman. Por 
example*. ‘'"All tlu-se creatures, my dear, have* 
their root, their abode, and their rest in the 
being’ ' (Chh. 6. 8. 4). It may also mean Brahman 
because in the texts preceding and following this 
one, Le. in Mn. 3. 1. 10 and 2. 2. 11, Brahman is 
spoken of, and so it is but proper to infer that It 
is also referred to in the intervening text, which 
is under discussion, 

Prom the text cited above, where mention is 
made of an abode and tliat which abides, and also 
from “Brahman indeed is all this” (Mu. 2. 2. 11) we 
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are not to take tHat Brakman is of manifold, varie- 
gated nature, like a tree consisting of leaves, 
brandies, etc. This would lead us to Pantheism, 
and Advaita does not uphold it. So in order to 
remove the possibility of such a doubt the passage 
under discussion, says, “Know Him alone, the 
Self” i.e, know the .Self alone and not that which 
abides in it, which is merely a product of. Ne- 
science and has to be set aside as false. 



Xo be attained by the liberated 
because of the statement. 

2. Because of the statement (in the 
scripture;) that that is to be attained by 
the liberated. 

A further reason is given to show that Brah- 
man is meant in the passage under discussion. It 
is the goal of the liberated. Vide Mu. 2. 2. 9; 3. 
2. 8. . Therefore it can be Brahman alone, ' 

H ^ (1 

•T Not ®(3*n^what is inferred (Fradh&na) 
^I’*<[|d^owing .to want of any term indicating it. 

3, (The abode of heaven etc.) is not 
what is inferred (i.e. Pradhtoa), owing to 
want of any term indicating it. 

The abode of- heaven etc. cannot be the 
Pradhana, for there is no term indicative of it in. 
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the text, as we liave ’Self’ indicative of Brahman. 
There are no terms whatsoever referring to inert 
nrntter, hut on the other hand there are terms 
indicating intelligence: “Who Imows all, under- 
stands all” etc, (Mu. 1.1.9), 

11 5? U 

STO^The living or individual soul ^ also (•! not). 

4. (Nor) also the individual soul. 

The word ‘not’ has to he inferred from the 
previous Sutra. 

Nor is it the individual soul, though it is an 
intelligent principle and can therefore he denoted 
hy the word ‘Self’ ; for it is impossible to conceive 
the individual soul as omniscient and as the 
resting-place of the whole universe. 

H II 

On account of difference being men- 
tioned. 

6. (Also) on account of difference 
being mentioned (between the individual 
soul and the abode of heaven etc.). 

’ ' “Know Him alone as the Self,” says the text 
under discussion, thereby differentiating the in- 
dividual soul desirous of release and the abode of 
heaven etc. as ihe bQ.ower and the thing to be 
known. 
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6. On account of the subject-matter. 

The Upimishad begins with, “What is that” 
(Mil, 1. 1. .4) and concludes by saying, “The 
•knower of Brahman becomes Brahman” (Mui 
-3. 2. 9), which shows that the subject-matter of 
the whole TJpanishad from beginning to end is 
Brahman, and therefore it is the same Brahman 
which is spoken of as the abode of heaven etc. 

II ^ 11 

On account of remaining unattached 
.and eating ^ also. 

7. Also on account of (the mention of 
.two conditions :) remaining unattached and 
<^ating (which are the characteristics of the 
Supreme Self and the individual self res- 
pectively). 

“Two birds, inseparable friends, cling to the 
• same tree. One of them eats the sweet fruit, the 
other looks on without eating” (Mu. 3. 1. 1). 
Here Brahman is described as the witness and the 
individual soul as experiencing the fruits .of good 
and evil actions and hence different from the 
other. This description, which distinguishes the 
vtwo, can be. apt only if the abode bf heaven etc. is 
Hrahman. Otherwise there will be no continuity 
-of tt'pic. Nor can we take .this text as merely 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS [l-S-S 

describing tbe nature of tbe individual soul, for 
tbe scriptures nowliere aim at describing tbe in- 
dividual soul, wbicb is linown to everyone as tlie 
agent, enjoyer, etc, Tbeir aim is always to des- 
cribe and establish Brahman which is not so 
known. 

Topic 2: The Bimimn is Brahman. 

In the last section the abode of heaven etc. 
was interpreted as referring to Brahman on 
account of the word ‘Self’ in the text. The oppo- 
nent now takes up for discussion another text, 
where the word ‘Self’ according to his view is used 
to denote Prana, the vital force, and not 
Brahman. See Chh. 7. 23 and 24. The following' 
Sutra however says that here also it is Brahman 
and not Prana. 

^ 11 H 

The Bhunmn or beyondt^ 

state of deep sleep, (liere, the vital force) 
because of the teaching. 

8, The Bhuman (is Brahman) because 
it is taught after the state of deep sleep {i.e. 

■ after Pr^na or the vital force, which alone 
functions even in that state). 

In the seventh chapter of the Chhandogya 
Upanishad, SanatkumSra teaches Farada several 
truths. He begins with ‘name* and goes higher 


1.3.8] BRAHMA-^UTRAS 

and higlier, till lie teaclies tlie Mgliest tnitli, 
wMeb. is Bliuman. “The Bhuinan (infinite) is 
bliss. . . . The Bkuman you should seek to under- 
«tand. . . . AVhere one sees nothing else, heai-s 
nothing else, understands nothing else, that is the 
-Bhuinan” (Chh. 7. 23 and 7. 24. 1), The question 
is, what does this Bhuman refer to. The oppo- 
nent holds that it is the vital force.^ He argues as 
follows: After Sanatkumara finished teaching 

nvery truth from name 'up to the vital force, 
Karada asks him, “Is there anything higher than 
— to which Sanatkumara answers, “Yes 
there is,” and takes up the' next higher truth. 
But after being taught about the_ vital force 
Narada does not ask whether there is any higher 
truth, and yet Sanatkumara gives this dissertation 
on the Bhuman— which shows that this Bhnman 
is not difierent from the vital force taught 
already. Yot only that, he calls the knower of the 
vital force an Ativadin (one who makes a state- 
ment surpassing previous statements), thereby 
showing that the vital force is the highest truth, 
and in accordance with this he further elucidates 
the truth as Bhuman. 

This Sutra refutes this argument . and says 
that Bhuman is Brahman, for though the Sutra 
calls the knower of vital force hn AtivSdin, yet it 
«ays. “But he indeed is an Ativfidin who is such 
through the realization of the Truth” (Ohh. 7.16. 
1), which clearly shows that it refers to something 
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iiigbier than the vital force, knowing which one 
hecomes truly an Ativadin. Thus it is clear that 
a new topic about Brahman which is the highest' 
Truth is begun, though Narada does not ask 
whether there is any truth higher than the vital 
force. Sanatkumara, in accordance with Narada's 
desire to be an Ativadin through Truth, now leads 
him by a series of steps to the knowledge of the 
Bhuinan, showing that this Bhuman is Brahman. 
Moreover, if the vital force, says the Sutra, were- 
the Bhuman, then the Sriiti would not give any 
information about it — as it does in Clih. 7. 24. 1' 
cited above— beyond what it has already given in 
section 15, 

i Because the qualities are appropriate 

and. 

9. And because the qualities (men- 
tioned in the texts) are appropriate (only in 
tlie case of Brahman). 

The qualities referred to are; Truth, resting 
on its own greatness, non-duality, bliss, all-per- 
vadittgness, immortality, etc., mentioned in the 
text under discussion, which hold good only in the- 
ease of Brahman and not of the vitaT force, whih^ 
is but an effect and as such cannot possess any of 
these qualities. Moreover the chapter begins 
thus: “The knower of the Self goes beyond' 
misery”, which shows that th-e Self or Brahman is- 
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the subject to be known. It is tberelote deHneat- 
ed in tlie subsequent texts. 

Topic 3: Ahshara is Brahman. 

In tbe previous section because tbe epithet 
‘Truth' is generally applied to Brahman, the Bhu- 
man was interpreted as Brahman. Bellowing the 
»ame argument the opponent holds that the word 
‘Akshara’ should mean the syllable “Om in the 
texts to be taken up for discussion in this section, 
for ‘Akshara’ generally means word or syllable. 

n II 

aiOTi, The Akshara ( because ) it 

supports all up to Ak^sa (ether). , ,, v 

10. The Akshara (the Imperishable) 
(is Brahman) because it supports (every- 
thing) up to Ak^sa (ether). 

“0 Gargi, the Brahmanas call this Akshara" 
etc. (Brih. 3. 8. 8). Here the question is whether 
‘Akshara' means the syllable ‘Om’ or Brahman. 
The doubt arises because ‘Akshara' etymologically 
means a syllable and therefore commonly repre- 
sents the syllable ‘Om’, which is also an object of 
meditation! The Sutra however says ‘Akshara’ 
here stands for Brahman, Why? Bor the text 
says, “In that Akshara, 0 Gargi, is the ether 
woven like warp and woof" (Brih. 3. 8. IT). This 
attribute • of supporting everything, even the 
Akasa, the first entity in the order of creation, 
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can be true only of Brabman.. , Then again “it is 
neither gross nor minute, neither short nor long” 
etc. (Brih. 3. 8. 8) shows that all relative, 
qualities are absent in it. Therefore the ‘Ahshara* 
is Brahman. 

^ ii n \\ 

^ This (supporting) ^ also 5P5ira»n?!^becaiise of the 
command. 

11. Because of the command (attri- 
buted to Akshara) this (supporting) (can be 
the work of the Highest Self only and not of 
the Pradh§,na). ^ 

“Under the mighty rule of that Immutable 
(Akshara), 0 USrgi, the sun and the moon are 
held in their positions” . (Brih. 3. 8. 9). This com- 
mand or rulership cannot be the work of the non- 
intelligent Pradh^lna;. So the BradhS,na cannot be 
the ’Akshara’ which supports everything up to 
Akisa. / ■ ' ' 

II H II 

Because the qualities of any other 
than Bigahman have been negated ^ also. 

j 12. And because the qualities of any 
other than Brahman have been negated (by 
the Sruti)^ .. . ,v. 

> ‘ All other qualities referred to in the text, as, 
for example, seeing, hearing, thinking, knowing. 
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Object ot seeing because' of liis: 

being mentioned lie, 

13. Because of his being mentioned as 
-an object of (the act of) seeing, he (who is to 
be meditated upon is Brahman). 

“Again he who meditates with the syllable 
‘Om’ of three Mitras (A-n-ni), m the Highest 
Iverson “ etc, (Pr« 6. 5)- A doubt -arises whether 


«tG. (Brih. 3. 8. 11). point to a conscious principle 
and therefore negate the Pradhana etc. ^Tor can it 
be the individual soul, which is not free from limit- 
ing adjuncts as the Akshara is described. 

Topic 4: The flighest Ferson to he meditated 
upon is the Highest Brahman, 

In the last section the w'ord ‘Akshara’, though 
it generally means syllable, was interpreted to 
I'efer to Brahman on account of the characteristic 
quality of supporting everything and we had to 
g*o to the etymological meaning of the word 
Akshara 'viz. that w'hich does not perish or undergo 
■change i.e. Brahman. Similarly in the text to be 
taken up for discu,ssion the opponent holds that on 
account of the attainment of Brahmaloka as the 
result of the meditation we have to take by the 
Highest Person the Lower Brahman or Hiranya- 
garbha which is relatively speaking higher, and 
not the Higher Brahman.. 

5r: ink'll 
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the Highest Brahman or the Lower Brahman is- 
meant, because, in 5. 2 both are mentioned, and' 
also because Brahraaloka is described as the fruit 
by the worship of this Highest Person. The Sutra 
says that this Highest Person is the Brahman and 
not Hiranyagarbha (the Lower Brahman). Why? 
Because the paragraph ends thus: “He sees the- 
Highest Person,” which shows that he realiees or 
actually gets identified with the Highest Person. 
It is not a mere imagination but an actuality, for 
the object of an act of seeing is an actulity, as we- 
find from experience. But Hiranyagarbha is an 
imaginary being, since it is a product of ignorance. 
Hence the Highest Person means the Highest 
Brahman, which is a reality, and this very Brahman 
is taught at the beginning of the paragraph as the* 
object of meditation, for it is not possible to 
realize one entity by meditating on another. 

. . The attainment of Brahmaloka by the wor- 
shipper should not he regarded as an insignificant 
fruit oi the worship of the Highest Person, for it 
is a step In gradual emancipation (Krama Mukti). 
First he attains this Loka and then final beatitude. 

Topis 5: The AkStsa^ is Bmliman. 

In the previous section the epithet ‘Highest 
Person,^ being genenilly used with reference to the 
the Highest Brahman, was taken to mean that. 
The opponent now follows this argument and wants 
to interpret the word ‘Akasa’ occurring in the texts* 
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to be taken up for discussion in tbis section, as- 
etber, that being tbe ordinary meaning of tke- 
word, 

^ li R'i W 

3^: Small because of subsequent texts. 

14. The small (Akasa) (is Brahman) 
because of subsectuent texts (which give- 
ample indication to that effect). 

“Now there is in tbis city of Brabnian (the- 
body) a small lotus-like palace (tbe heart), and in^ 
it a small Akasa. What exists within that small 
Akasa is to be sought, that is to be understood” 
;(Chh. 8. 1. 1). Here the ‘small Akasa’ is Brahmani 
and does not mean ether, though it is the or^nary 
meaning of the word; nor does it mean the Jiva or 
individual soul, though there is the qualification.^ 
‘small’, which may show that it is a limited some- 
thing. Why? Because the characteristics of 
Brahman occur later on in the text, “As large as- 
this (external) ether is, so large is that Akisa 
within the heart” (Ohh. 8. 1. 3), which clearly 
shows it is not actually small. Again Ak^sa can- 
not be compared with itself, nor can the limited.' 
individual soul he compared with the all-pervading 
ether.. Therefore the two are precluded. Then we 
have the characteristics of Brahman. “Both the - 
earth and heaven are contained in it” (Ibid. 8. 1. 
3), which shows that this AkSsa is the support of 
the whole world. “It is the Self, free from sin,. 
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^'ree from old age’^ ete. (Ibid. 8.1.5), all o£ wbieb 
itire distinctly qualities of tbe Higkest Brabman. 

ft ^ II II 

From going and tlie word W like- 

wise it is seen indicatory sign ^ and. 

15. The small Akasa (is Brahman) 
on account of going (into Brahman) and 
of the word (Brahmaloka) ; {i.e. the indivi- 
dual soul’s going into Brahman) is likewise 
seen (from other Sruti texts) ; and (the daily 
going) is an indicatory sign (by which we 
can interpret the word Brahmaloka). 

This Sutra gives further reasons that the 
'^small AkS.sa’ is Brahman. 

‘All these creatures day after day go into this 
Brahmaloka {i.e. they are merged in Brahman 
while fast asleep) and yet do not discover it’^ etc. 
f(Chh, 8. 3 2). This text shows that in deep sleep 
•all divas go daily into the ‘small Akisa’, called 
'here Brahmalolca (the world of Brahman), thus 
•showing that the ‘small Akasa’ is Brahman. In 
other Sruti texts also we find that this going of the 
individual soul into Brahman in deep sleep is men- 
‘tioned:“He becomes united with the Real (Satl, 
he is merged in his owm Self” (Qhh. 6. 8. 1). The 
word ‘Brahmaloka’ |l« to be interpreted as Brahman 
TtseUf, and not as the World of Brahma, because of 
the indicatniy sign' in the' text where it is said that 
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tke soul goes to tliis world every day, for it is not’ 
possible to go to the world of Bralima every day. 

>1^^, +1 I 1 1 

On account of the supporting (of the world 
by the AkAsa) ^ inoreovi‘r this grt^atness- 

Braliiuan being seen. 

16. Moreover on account of tlie sup- 
porting (of the world by the small Akasa it is 
Brahman) for this greatness is seen in tliis^ 
(Brahman only from other scriptural texts). 

“That Self*^is a bank, a limiting support, so- 
that these worlds may not get confotinded’% (Chh. 

4 , l)_m which text is seen the glory of the- 
*small Akasa’ by way of holding the worlds^ 
asunder. It is learnt beyond doubt from other 
texts that this greatness of supporting belongs to- 
Brabman alone: “Under the mighty rule of that 
Immutable (Akshara), 0 Gargi, the sun and moon, 
are held in their positions” (Brih. 3. 8. 9). See- 
also Ibid. 4. 4. 22 . 

Because of the well-known (meaning) ^ also. 

17. Also because of the well-known 

meaning (of Akasa as Brahman the ‘smair 
Ak^sa’ is Brahman). , 

“Akasa is the revealer of all names and. forms”' 
(Clili. 8. 14. 3); “All these beings take their risev 
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from Aiasa alone” (Clih,. 1.9.1). In all these 
ipassages 'Akasa’ stands for Brahman. 

^I?r4W’%lTo^Because of the reference to the other 
( i. e. the individual soul ) he (the individual soul) 
if it be said »I no sraWRRk account of 
impossibility. 

18. Because of the reference to the 
other (i.e. the individual soul in a comple- 
mentary passage) if it be said that he (the 
individual soul) (and not Brahman is meant 
by the ‘small Akasa'), (we say) no, on 
.account of the impossibility (of such an 
.assumption). 

“Now that being, the individual soul (Jiva) in 
. deep sleep, which having risen above this earthly 
‘body” etc. (Chh.. 8. 3. 4). Since in this comple- 
xmentary pas^ge the individual soul is referred to, 
. one may say that the ‘small Akasa’ of Chh. <8. 1. 1 
is also the individual soul. It cannot be; for a 
'Comparison is made in Chh. 8. 1. 3 between the 
‘small Akasa’ and the ether, which would be 
-absurd, if by ‘small Ak&sa^ Jiva were meant, 
because there can be no comparison between a thing 
that is limited like the individual soul and the all- 
pervading ether. The attributes like ‘free from 
eviP of this Akasa, referred to in the passage under 
' discussion, cannot be true of the individual soul. 
'So Brahman is meant in that passage. 
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3'?RJRI^From subsequent texts (in the chapter) 
if with its real nature jnade manifest. 

^ but. 

19. If (it be said) that from subsequent 
.texts (which contain references to the Jiva, 
‘small Akasa’ means the Jiva) (we say) but 
(that reference to the Jiva is in so far as its) 
real nature (as non-diferent from Brahman) 
is made manifest. 

An objection is again, raised to justify that 
the ‘small Akasa* refers to the individual soul. In 
«Chh. in the later sections, viz. sections T-rll of 
chapter 8, the different states of the individual soul 
nre mentioned. Section 7 begins thus: “That self 
which is free from sin ... is what is to be search- 
ed'^ etc. Then we have, “That person who is seen 
in the eye (the individual soul) is the self”, (Chh. 
8. 7. 4); “He who moves glorified in dreams is the 
self” .(Chh. 8.10.1). “When a being is thus asleep, 
drawn in, perfectly serene, and sees no dreams, 
that is the self” (Chh. 8.114.)., And in each of 
these descriptions of the self we have for it the 
.qualifying terms, ‘immortal and fearless^, which 
show that it is free from evil. It is clear that here 
the individual soul is meant, and not the Supreme 
Lord, for the latter is free from these three states 
viz. waking, dream, and deep sleep; and it is also 
♦said to. be free from evil. Therefore ‘small Akasa’^ 
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in the preceding section refers to tlie soul and not 
to the Supreme Lord. 

This Sutra refutes this and says that the refer- 
ence is to the individual soul in its real nature as 
identical with Brahman and not to the individual 
soul as such, soon as it has approached the 

highest light it appears in its own form. It (then) 
is the Highest Purusha^' (Chh. 8. 12. 3). It is only 
as non-diffe.rent from Brahman that the ,Tiva is- 
free from evil etc. and not as the individual soul. 


cpTOr: II Ro 11 

if or a different purpose vl and refe- 

rence. 

20. And the reference (to the indivi- 
dual soul) is for a different purpose. 

The detailed reference to the three states of the 
the individual soul ( jiva) is meant not to establish 
the nature of the individual soul as such, but to 
show finally its real nature, which is non-dijffierenfc 
from Brahman. 

II 11 

Becaust^ of the Sruti declaring its small- 
ness it be said cRT that has already 

been explained. 

21. If it be said that because the Sruti 
declares the limitedness (of this Ak^sa,. 
therefore it cannot rofer to the all-pervading 
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Brahman); (we say) that has already been 
explained (as having reference to devout 
meditation only. Vide 1. 2.' 7). 

T'opic 6: That which shining, everything 
shines is Brahman. 

In the last section, in the text quoted (Chh. 8. 
12. 3) there is mention of ‘the highest light’. Thi& 
section is introduced to prove that what was 
referred to as ‘light’ is Brahman, and for this other 
texts are taken up for discussion in which this 
‘light’ is mentioned. 

=? II R’i II 

Because of the acting after Its ^ and. 

22. Because of the acting after {i.e. 
shining after) (That which shining, every- 
thing else shines) and (because by) Its (light 
everything else is lighted). 

“There the sun does not shine, nor the moon 
... It shining, -everything else shines after It, 
by Its light all this is lighted” (Mu. 2. 2; 11). 
Here ‘It’ refers to the Supreme Brahman, the pure 
Consciousness, and not to any material light besides 
the sun and the moon. It is absurd to say that 
one light is lighted by another. Hor do we know of 
any material light besides the sun that can light 
it. Tt shining, everything else shines’ shows that 
it is the principle of Intelligence which shines first 
of all. ‘By Its light all this is lighted’ shows tliat 
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it is the light of Intelligence, Consciousness or 
Brahman which illumines the whole world, lumi- 
nous and nchi-luminous. That Brahman is seit- 
luminous we learn from texts like, “It is the light 
of lights.’’ 

I t 

9# Moreover ^91^ the Smriti states. 

23. Moreover the Bmriti states (It to 
he the universal light). 

“That the sun illumines not” etc. (Gita 15. 6) 
and also “The light which residing in the sun 
illumines the whole world, that which is in the 
moon and in the fire — know that light to be Mine” 
(Gita 15. 12). 

J^ection 7 : The person of the size of a thumb 
is Brahman. 

srftcr: li Hi? it 

<if«41<From the word ^ itself 5il*RTJ measured. 

24. From the very word (‘Lord’ by 
which it is referred to in the text) (the being) 
measured (by the size of the thumb is 
Brahman). 

“The being of the size of a thumb, resides in 
the centre of the body. (Knowing that) Lord of 
the x»ast and future, one does not seek to hide one- 
self any more. This is That” (Kath. 2. 4. 12). 
The being referred to is Brahman, because he is 
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Bpolvon of as tiie liorcl or ruler of the past and 
future. It cannot be the individual soul, tbougb 
the limitation iai size and residence in the centre of 
the body by themselves might be more applicable 
in its case. Moreover in reply to the request of 
Nachiketas who wanted to know Brahman, Yama 
refers to this being of the size of a thumb thus : 
“That which you wanted to know is this.” 


With reference to the heart 3 hut 
man (alone) being entitled. 

25. But with reference to (the space in) 
the heart (the Highest Brahman is said tolbe 
of the size of a thumb) ; (and because) man 
alone is entitled (to the study of the Vedas). 

How could the all-pervading Brahman be of 
the size of a tliumb, as stated by the previous 
VSulru? Because the space in the heart is of the 
size of a thumb, therefore Brahman, with reference 
to Its abiding within that space, is .described as 
being of the size of a thumb. Since Brahman 
abides within the heart of all living creatures, why 
is the "thumb’ used as a standard? Because man 
alone is entitled to the study of the Vedas and to 
the different ITpasanas of Brahman prescribed in 
them, therefore it is with reference to him' that the 
thumb is used as the standard of measurement. ^ 
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Topic 8: The right of the gods to the study 
of the Vedas. 

WTTCm: I! 

Abovo them also BH/darfi/yaiva 

^W^becauso ( it is ) possible. 

26. (Beings) above them (men) also 
(are entitled to the study of the Vedas) 
bettause fit is) possible (for them also to 
attain Knowledge according to) Bada-* 
rayana. 

In Sutras 26-38 there is a digTession from the 
main topic in the Section. A doubt may arise 
from the previous Sutra that as it is said that men 
alone are entitled to the study of the Vedas, the- 
gods are thereby debarred. To remove this doubt 
this Sutra is given. The gods are also entitled to 
it, according to Badarayana. How? Because it is 
possible for them also — since they too are corporeal 
beings — ^to have a desire for Brahmaloka or for 
final illumination and also to possess the heeessary 
requisites (the four-fold qualification) for such 
illumination. In the Sruti also we find Indra and 
other gods living the life of Brahmacharya for 
attaining this knowledge of Brahman. For in- 
stance, Chh. 8. 11. 3; also Taitt. 3. 1, where the 
god Varuna is said to have possessed that Know- 
ledge which he teaches to his son Bhrigu. 
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i%dsr: 51, 3)'ri«hii(d4^4Wivi,iRwu 

Contradiction to sacrifices if it 

be said JT not 31^-51%^; the assumption of many 
(forms) ?v5g[siT?l because it is found (fn the scriptures). 

27. T£ it be said (that the corporeality 
of the gods would involve) a contradiction to 
.sacrifices ; (we say) no, because we find' (in 
the scriptures) the assumption (by the gods) 
of many (forms at one and the same time). 

If gods possess bodies, then it would not be 
possible for one and the same god to he present in 
.sacrifices performed simultaneously at different 
places. This is the objection, which is refuted by 
the latter part of the Sutra on the ground that the 
.gods, like the Yogis, owing to their Yoga powers 
nre capable of assuming several forms (Kfiyavyuha) 
eimultaueously. See Ohh. 7, 26. 2. Again as a 
sacrifice consists in making offerings by the sacri- 
fieer to some divinity, many persons at the same 
time may make such, offerings to a single divinity, 
even as many persons can at the same time salute a 
•single person. 

!5P^ With regard to ( Vcdic) words ^ ’^ct.if it be 
said 5T no sifft from these (words) SW^Trl. because of 
the creation from direct perception 

4ind inference. . 
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28. if it be said (that the corporeality 
of the gods would involve a contradiction), 
with regard to (Vedic) words, (we say) no,, 
because of the creation (of the world together 
with the gods) from these (wordia), (as is 
known) from direct perception (Sruti) ^ and 
inference (Smriti). 

A further (tbjjection is raised with respect to* 
the corporeality of! the gods. If they have a body, 
they too like lueu would be subject to biirths and 
deaths. Now all the words in the Vedas accordin'^ 
to hurva Mimainsa are eternal. So also every word 
has tor its counterpart a form, an object which it 
denotes. The relation between a name or word and 
form (the object) is eternal. The word or name, its 
object, and their relation are eternal verities. Now 
in the Vedas we find words like indra, Varuna, 
etc. — ^the names of the gods. If these gods are not \ 
eternal, since they possess bodies, then these words 
cannot have their eternal counterpart,, the object. 

Bo the eternity and authoritativeness of the Vedas, 
which are based on the eternal relation between the 
word and its object, would be a myth. This is tlxe 
main objection. It is answered thus.' Each word 
di the Vedas has an objective counterpart which 
is not an individual but a tyj^e. The word ‘cow’, 
for instance, has for its counterpart the 
object, which is h type and as such is eternal and 
does not depend on the birth or death of indivi-- 
duals belonging to that type. Similar is the case- 
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with words like India, Taruna, etc. Words re- 
presenting the gods etc. have for tlxeir counterpart 
objects that are types and not individuals. Again 
Indra is the name of any one who would occupy 
that exalted position, like the word ‘king’ in ordi- 
nary parlance. vSo there is no contradiction to 
Vedic words. As a matter of fact, the world in- 
cluding the gods etc. have originated from Vedic 
words. This does not mean that the Vedic words 
constitute the material cause of these things, 
which Brahman alone is, as stated in Sutra 1. 1.^ 2. 
What then is meant? According to Indian philo- 
sophy the universe and ils objects have both 
name and form as the conditions of their mani- 
festation. There can be no mental state (Chitta- 
vritti) unconditioned by name and form. The 
thought wave first manifests as a word and then 
as the more concrete form. The idea is the 
essence, and the form is, as it were,, the outer 
crust. What is true of the individual mind is 
also true of the cosmic mind. In this sense only 
is the world said to be created, rather manifested, 
from the Vedic words. This is endorsed by the 
Sruti and Smriti. In the Vedas it is said that the 
Lord uttered different words before creating differ- 
ent types of beings. Vide Brih. 1. 2. 4, The 
several names, actions, and conditions of all things 
He .shaped in the beginning from tbe words of the 
Vedas'’ (Manu 1.21). 
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II 

From this very reason % also the 

eternity. 

29. From this very reason also (results) 
the eternity (of the Vedas). 

Since the objects are eternal, that is, gods etc. 
as types are eternal, the Vedic words are eternal. 
This establishes the eternal nature of the Vedas. 
The Vedas were not written by anybody. They 
are impersonal and eternal. The Rishis only 
(liscovere<l them but were not authors of the Vedic 
texts. “By means of their past good deeds (the 
priests) attained the capacity to understand the 
Vedas; (then) they found them dwelling in the 
Bishis” (Big-Veda 10.71.3), which shows that the 
Vedas are eternal. 



II II 


Because of similar names and. 
forms ^ and QTIldt in the revolving of the world 
cycles even no contradiction from 

the Sruti *5^? from the Smriti ’St and. 

30. And because of the sameness of 
names and forms (in every fresh cycle) there 
is no contradiction (to the eternity of the 
Vedic words) even in the revolving of the 
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world cycles, as is seen from the Sruti and 
the Smriti. , 

All objection is raised. Since at the end of a 
-cycle everything is completely destroyed and crea- 
tion begins afresh at the beginning of the nest 
cycle, there is a break in the continuity of exis- 
tence: so even as types the gods are not eternaL 
This upsets the eternal relation of Vedic words and 
the objects they reiiresent, and consequently the 
■eternity of the Yedas and their authority fall to 
I the ground. This Sutra refutes it. Just as a 

person after waking from deep sleep finds no break 
in the continuity of existence, so also in the state 
of Pralaya (end of a cycle) the world is in a 
potential state—in seed form— in ignorance, and 
not completely destroyed; at the beginning of the 
next cycle it is again manifested into a gross form 
with all the previous variety of names and forms. 
As the world does not become absolutely nop- 
■existent, the eternity of the relation between Yedic 
words and their objects is not contradicted, and 
consequently the authoritativeness of the Yedas 
remains. This eternal existence of the world in 
gross and fine forms alternatively and the simila- 
rity of the names and forms are brought out by the 
Sruti and Smriti texts. “As formerly the Lord 
ordei'ed the sun and the moon, heaven, earth, the 
isky” etc. (Rig-Yeda 10. 190. 3). 
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of the impossibility disqualification 

Jaimini ( is of opinion ), 

31. On accfuint of the impossibility^ (of 
the gods) being qualified for Madhu Vidya 
etc. Jaimini (is of opinion that the gods) are 
not qualified (either for Upasanas or for the 
knowledge of Brahman). 

In many of the Upaaanas (devout medita- 
tions) a person is asked to meditate on the self of 
some g-od or other. For examide, in Madhu Vidya 
one is to meditate on the sun as honey (something 
helpful). Such a meditation will be impossible for 
the sun-god. Hence in IJpasanas where one has to 
meditate on the self of certain gods, these divi- 
nities themselves would naturally be disqualified; 
for the same person cannot be both the object of 
meditation and the worshipper. So Jaimini thinks 
that the gods are not qualified for these devout 
meditations or for the knowledge of the Supreme- 
Brahman. 


I) II 

As more spheres of light vnoffck becanse 
( used ) in the sense ^ and. 

32. And (the gods are not qualified for 
Vidyas) because (the words ‘sun’, 'moon’. 
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etc., spoken of as gods) are used in the sense 
of mere spheres of light. 

A further objection is given. There is no 
proof as to the existence of gods with hands, feet, 
etc., and with desires — ^which would qualify them 
for 'meditations and Knowledge. These are mere 
names of planets and luminary objects and as sucli 
are material inert things. Consequently they are 
not qualified for any kind of Tidya (meditation) 
prescribed in the scriptures. 

^ ^ ft n 11 

m The existence (of qualification) 1 but 
( sage ) Ba,dar&yana ( maintains ) Qifef does exist ^ 
because . 

33. But Badarayana (maintains) the 
existence (of qualification on the part of the 
gods for the knowledge of Brahman), because 
(all those causes like body, desires, etc., 
which qualify one for such knowledge) do 
exist (in the case of the gods). 

Badarayana thinks that besides the luminary 
orbs like the sun, moon, etc., each of them has a 
presiding deity of that name with body, intelli- 
gence, desires, etc., and as such there being all the 
causes which can qualify them for the Upasanas 
and Supreme Knowledge, the gods also are en- 
titled to them. The fact that the sun-god oanunl 
be entitled to Madhu Vidya because he canuot 
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antiditate ou the sun, Le. himself, does not 
discjualify him for other devout meditations or for 
the knowledge of Brahman. Similar is the case with 
uther gods. 

Topic 9: The right of the Sudms to the study 
of the Vedas discussed. 

, cT^5[uir^ , fl; 

§i^Giaef 31^ his hearing liis 

(the Kishi^s) contemptuous words that (grief) 
owing to Jiis approaching i?|^^is referred 
•to % because. 

34. His (King Janasruti’s) grief 
(arose) from hearing the contemptuous 
word.s (of the Ihishi in the form of a swan) ; 
•owing to his approaching (Raikva over- 
whelmed with) that (grief) (Raikva called 
him fSudra) ; because it (the grief) is referred 
•to (by Raikva, who could read his Jiiind). 

In the previous Sutra it has been shown that 
the gods are entitled to the Vedas and Knowledge. 
This Sutra discusses whether the Sudras are en- 
titled to them or not. Since, like the gods, the 
Sudras also are possessed of a body, strength, and 
■desires^ it naturally foliow.s that they too are 
entitled. In Chhandogya 4.3.5 Raikva at first 
•calls danasruti, a Sudra, when he comes for instruc- 
tion with presents, which are refused. 'But when 
he appears a second time, Raikva again calls him a 
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Suclra, but tliis time accepts liis preseuts and, 
teaclies liim. So it is maintained that the Sudras 
'^Iso are qualified tor Knowledge. 

This Sutra refutes the view and d<^nies the right 
to the study of the Vedas for a Sudra by caste, since 
the word ‘Sudra’ occurring in the text referred to' 
does hot denote a Sudra by birth, which is its con- 
ventional meaning, for Janasruti was a Kshatriya 
king (Chh. 4. 1. 3). Here we must take the ety- 
mological meaning of the word, which is “He 
rushed into grief” or “He in his grief immediately 
approached Raikva.” The following Sutra also- 
shows that he was a Kshatriya. 

fetrai II ^Mi 

( His ) Kshatriyahood being known 
and 3^51 later on =*15!^^ fe^by the indicatory sign 
( of his being mentioned ) along with a descendant 
of Chitraratha ( a Kshatriya ) 

35. , And because the Kshatriyahood, 
(of Janasruti) is known later on by the in- 
dicatory sign (of his being mentioned) along 
with a descendant of Chitraratha (a Ksha- 
triya) . 

Jfinasruti is mentioned with the Kshatriya 
Chaitraratha Abhiprat&rin in connection with the^ 
sUme Vidya, and so we can infer that Janasruti also 
was a Kshatriya, for as a - tule equals alone arc- 
mentioned together. 



#E^R-TOfRlfe^Purificatory ceremonies being men- 
tioned cW;3^¥ng-3?{¥i55iqicT its absence being declared 
. and. 

36. Because purificatory ceremonies are 
mentioned (in the case of the twice-born) 
and their absence is declared (in the case of 
the Sudras). 

Purificatory ceremonies like ITpanayana etc. 
are declared by the scriptures to be a necessary 
condition of the study of all kinds of knowledge or 
Vidya; but these are meant only for the higher 
• castes. Their absence in the case of the Sudras is 
repeatedly declared in the scriptures. “Sudras do 
"'not incur sin (by eating prohibited food), nor have 
they any purificatory rights’^ etc. (Manu 10. 12. 
•6). Consequently they are not entitled to the 
-study of the Vedas. 

=qr n n 

Oij the ascertainment of the absence 
of that ( Sudrahood ) ^ and from inclination. 

37. And because the inclination (on 
the part of Gautama to impart Knowledge 
is seen only) on l,he ascertainment of the 
absence of Sudrahood (in Jabala Satva- 
hama). 

That Sudras, are not qualified is known also 
-from the fact that great teachers like Gautama 
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made sure before imparting KnowJisdge tbat dis- 
ciples like Jabala Satyakama were not Sudras. 
See Cbb. 4. 4. 5. , 

^5pjn«??3T7rT«r''5ift^qTr!^ u \c it 

of the prohibition 
of hearing, studying and understanding in the 
Smriti and. 

38. And becaus^e of the prohibition in 
ifche Smriti of hearing and studying (the 
Vedas) and knowing their meaning and per- 
forming Vedic rites (to Sudras, they are not 
entitled to the knowledge of Brahman). 

Sutras 34-38 disqualify the Sudra for the 
knowledge of Brahman through the study of the 
Vedas. But it is possible for them to attain that 
knowledge through the Puranas and the epifcs 
I(Ilaiaayana and Mahabharata), 

The digression begun from Sutra 26 ends here 
and the general topic is again taken up. 

Topic 10: The Prdnh in which everything trernhUs 
is Brahman. 

In topic 7 it was proved that the reference to 
the ,Jiva was to inculcate the knowledge of 
Brahman, as the former is really identical with 
Brahman. But in the text to be discussed ‘Prana’ 
cannot refer to Brahman, as such identity is not 
possible — this seems to be the line of thinking of 
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the opponent, who therefore takes tip this topic for 
discussion. ;■ : : . 


II II 

^jPTfK^On account of vibration. 

39. (Prana is Brahman) on account of 
the vibration (spoken of the whole world). 

“Whatever there is in the whole world has 
come out of and trembles in the Prana” etc. (Kath. 
2. 6. 2). Here ‘Prana’ is Brahman and not the 
vital force. Why? Pirst because of the context, 
since Brahman is the topic in the previous and 
subsequent texts. Again “The whole world trem- 
bles in Pr§,na” — in this we have reference to an 
attribute of Brahman, It being the abode of the 
whole world. It, is the cause of the life of the whole 
world including the Prana. Lastly, immortality is 
declared to him who knows this Prana and ‘Prana’ 
is also often used to denote Brahman in the Sruti. 

I'o'pic 11: The 'lighV is Brahman. 

In the last topic ‘Prana’ was taken to mean 
Brahman from the context. But in the text taken 
up for discussion in this topic, there is no such con- 
text by which ‘light’ can be taken to be Brahman 
— so says the opponent. 

II 13 

Light on account of (Brahman) being 

seen. 
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40. Light (is Brahman) on account of 
(Brahman) being seen (as the subject of the 
texts). 

“I'hus floes that serene ’being, arising from the 
body, appear in its own form as soon as it has 
approached the highest light*’ (Chh. 8. 12. 3). 
Here ‘highest light’ stands for Brahman, Why? 
Becanse Brahman is the subject of the whole 
section. The ‘highest light’ is also called the 
Highest Person in that text itself later on. Pree- 
dom from the body is said to- belong to that being 
which is one with, this ‘light.’ Disembodied state 
or Freedom can arise only from being identified 
with Brahman. 

Topic 12: 21ie Akdsa which reveals names 
and forms is Brahman. 

Akasa because it is 

declared to be something different etc. 

4T. Akasa (is Brabman) beeau^ it is 
declared to be something different etc. (from 
names and forms and yet their revealer). 

“That which is called Akasa is the revealer of 
all names and forms. That within which these 
names and forms are, is Brahman, the immortal, 
the Self” (Chh. 8.14a)* Ik * 

Here ‘Akasa’ is Brahman. Why? Because 
names and forms are, said. tb be. within this Akasa, 
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wiiicli is therefore difierent from these. In this 
phenomenal world everything is conditioned by 
name and form, and Brahman alone is beyond 
them . Akasa is said tb be the revealer of names 
and forms; and as the Inner ilnler of the whole 
world of names and forms it cannot be anything else 
bnt Brahman, Moreover, epithets like ‘Infinite,’ 
‘Immortal/ ‘Self’ also show that ‘Akasa’ here refers 
to Brahman. 

Topic 13: The Self consisting of hnowledge 
is not the individual soul hut Brahman. 

In the previous topic because Akasa was spoken 
of as different from names and forms, it was taken 
as Brahman, This argument is objected to by the 
opponent, who cites that even difference is spoken 
of with respect to the individual soul and 
Brahman, who are really identical. So this topic 
is taken up for discussion. 

In deep sleep and death as 

different. 

42. Because of the Supreme Self being 
shown as different (from the individual soul) 
in the states of deep sleep and death. 

In the sixth chapter of the Brihadaranyaka 
IJpanishad, in reply to the question, “Which is that 
Self’’ (4. 3. 7), a lengthy exposition of the nature 
of the Self is given. The question is whether the 
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Sell’ is the Supreme Self or the individual soul. 
This Sutra says it is the Supreme Self. Why? 
llecause it is shown to he different from the indi- 
vidual self in the state of deep sleep and at the 
lime of death. “This person, embraced hy the 
supremely intelligent Self, knows nothing that is 
without or within” (Brih. 4. 3. 21), which shows 
that in. deep sleep the ‘person’ which represents the 
individual soul, is different from the Supreme Self, 
called here the supremely intelligent Self. 

The ‘person’ is the individual soul, because the 
absence of the knowledge of external things and 
things within in deep sleep can be predicated only 
of the individual soul, which is the knower, and the 
■supremely intelligent Self is Brahman because such 
intelligence can be predicated of Brahman only. 
Similarly at the time of death. (Brih. 4. 3. 35) 
Therefore Brahman is the chief topic in this section. 
The extensive discourse on the individual soul in 
this section is not to establish its Oivahood, but to 
•show that it is in reality not different from 
Brahman. 

n u 

43, On account of words like ‘Lord’ 
etc. (the Self in the text under discussion is 
the Supreme Self). . 

Epithets like ‘Lord,’ ‘Ruler,’ etc. are applied 
to the ‘Self’ discussed in the text (Yide Brih,, 4. 4. 
^2), and these nre apt only in the case of Brahman, 
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for these epithets show that the thing spoken af is 
heyond bondage. So the word. ‘Self’ denotes the 
Supreme Self and not the Jiva. 


CHAPTER I 


Section Iv 

In topic 5, section 1, it has been shown that as 
the Sankhyan Pradhana is not based on scriptural 
authority and that as the Srnti texts all refer to an 
intelligent principle as the Eirst Cause, Brahman 
is that First Cause. In all the subsequent Sutras of 
the first three sections it has been shown how all the 
Vedanta texts refer to Brahman. JSow the fact that 
the Pradhana is not based on scriptural authority 
is questioned by the opponent, and his objections 
are being answered. The whole of section 4 practi- 
cally amswers all objections from the Sankhyan 
•standpoint. 

7'opLc 1: The Mahat and Avyakta of the Kaiha 
l/panuhad do not refer to the Sdnkhyan 
cate^ries. 

In the last topic of the previous section, by a 
1 ‘eference to the well-known individual soul, 
Brahman, which is not so well known, was taught. 
So the opponent in this topic holds that the refer- 
ence to Avyakta in the text to be quoted should be 
taken to deal with the well-known Sankhyan cate- 
gory. 
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II 

That which is inferred ( i. e. the, Pra- 
dli&na ) arft also in some ( recensions of the 

texts ) %tl.if it Ihe said ff no , 

because it is mentioned in a simile referring to tlie, 
body ( the Sriiti ) explains ^ too. 

1. If it be said that in some (recen- 
sions of the Vedas) that which is inferred 
(Le. the Pradhana) (is) also (mentioned), 
(we say) no, because (the word ‘Avyakta’ 
occurring in the Katha Upanishad) is men- 
tioned in a simile referring to the body (and 
means the body itself and not the Pradhana 
of the Sankhyas); (the Sruti) too explains 

(it). 

An objection is again raised here by the 
Sankhyas that the Pradhana is also based on scrip- 
tural authority, for some Sakhas (Vedic recensions) 
like the Katha Sakha (school) contain expressions 
wherein the Pradhana seems to be referred to : 
'‘Beyond the Mahat (Great) there is the Avyakta 
(Undeveloped), beyond the Undeveloped is the 
Purusha (Being)” etc. (Kath. 1. 3. 11). The 
word ‘Avyakta’, they say, here refers to the Pra- 
dhdna. Because the words ‘Mahat’, ‘Avyakta*, 
and ‘Purushah which occur in the same order as 
mentioned in the Sankhya philosophy, occur in the 
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test, and so they are recognized to be tbe same cate- 
gories of tbe Sdnkliyas. 

This Sntra after raising tMs obiection refutes 
it tbus : Tbe word ‘Avyakta’ is used in connection 
witb a simile referring to tbe body, and does not 
refer to tbe Pradbana. In tbat word we recognize 
sometbing mentioned in an earlier test. “Know 
tbat tbe soul is tbe rider of tbe chariot and tbe 
body tbe chariot. Consider tbe intellect to be tbe 
charioteer and tbe mind tbe reins. Tbe senses, 
they say, are tbe horses, and their roads are tbe 
sense-objects” etc. iKatb. 1. 3. 3-4). All these 
things tbat are referred to in these verses are to be 
found in tbe following: “Tbe objects are superior 
to tbe senses, tbe mind is superior to tbe object, 
tbe intellect is superior to tbe mind, tbe Mabat is 
superior again to tbe intellect, tbe Avyakta is supe- 
rior to tbe Mabat, and tbe Purusba is superior to 
tbe Avyakta. Nothing is superior to tbe Purusba,” 
etc. (Katb. 1. 3. 10-11). 

Now compare these two quotations. The 
senses, mind and intellect, mentioned in the earlier 
tests, are to be found in these later texts. Tbe 
Atman of tbe earlier texts is denoted by tbe 
‘Purusba’ of the later ones. The Mabat of tbe 
later texts means tbe cosmic intellect and so is in- 
cluded in the intellect of tbe earlier texts, where 
it is used in a comprehensive sense to include both 
tbe individual and cosmic intellects. What 
remains is only tbe body in tbe earlier texts, and 
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Avjjrakta in the later texts; and so Avyakta means 
the body here and not the Pradhana. "We shall 
not be jnstihed in interpreting a Sruti according 
to Sankhyan technicalities. . Eor the purpose of 
recognition a comparison should be made not with 
the Smriti. but with similar passages of the Sruti 
itself,: like those cited above. 

Subtle 3 but because it can be pro- 
perly so designated. * 

2. But the subtle (cause of the body is 
meant by the term ‘Avyakta’) because it can 
be pT'operly so designated. 

An objection is raised. As the body is gross 
and developed, how can it be referred to by the 
term ‘Avyakta’ (Undeveloped)? The answer is, 
here, not the gross body but the causal substance, 
i.e. the hve uncompounded elements out of which 
the body is built, is meant. They, being subtle 
and not fully manifest and also being beyond 
sense perception, can be properly designated by 
the term ‘Avyakta’ (Undeveloped). It is also a 
eommbn thing to denote the eilect by the cause anri 
hence indirectly the gross body is referred to here, 
“Mix the Soma with the cow {i.e. milk)” (Rig 
Teda 9. 46. 4). ^ ^ , 

On account of its dciJcndcncc is 
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3. On account of its dependence (on 
the Lord), it fits in (with our theory). 

It may he said that if a subtle causal coudi- 
tion of the gross world is thus admitted, it is as 
good as accepting the Pradhaua. This Sutra • 
makes the diherence clear. While the Pradhaua 
of the Saukhyas is au independent entity, the 
subtle causal condition admitted here is dependent 
nn the Supreme Lord. Such a causal condition 
has necessarily to be admitted, tor without that 
the Lord cannot create. It is the potential power, 
the causal potentiality inherent in Brahman. It 
is Nescience. That explains why, when one^s 
ignoiance is destroyed by Knowledge, there is no 
possibility of that liberated soul getting into 
bondage again. About this ignorance you can 
neither say that it is nor that it is not; it is an 
illusion and so it is reasonably called undeveloped 
(Avyakta). This ignorance or creative power can- 
not create of itself without the instrumentality of 
the Lord. The illusion of a snake in a rope is not 
possible merely through ignorance without the 
rope. So also the world cannot be created merely 
by ignorance without the substratum, the Lord. 
Hence it is dependent on the Lord. Yet the Lord 
is not in the least affected hy this ignorance, even 
■as the poison does not affect the snake which has 
it. '"Know then-Prakriti is Maya and the great 
Lord the ruler of May 4” (Svet 4. 10). f So the 
Avyakta is a helper, as it were, to' Iswaia in His 






140 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[1.4.5 


creation, and hence such an Avyakta dependent on 
the Lord is significant and has to be admitted, 
says the Sutra. 

K ^ II 

|'!i^l4‘4f!WBe(>atise it is net nieutioned ( as some- 
thing ) to be known and. 

4. And because it is not mentioned 
(tna.t the Avyakta) is to be known (it cannot 
be the Pradhtiiia of the Sankhyas). 

Liberation, according to the Sankhyas, results 
when the difi'erence between the Purusha and the 
Avyakta (Prakrit!) is known. Hence the Avyakta, 
with them, is to be known. But here there is no 
question of knowing the Avyakta, and as such it 
cannot be the Pradhana of the Sankhyas. 

fd , % 5IT^t fl II |j 

^ Hoes state # % if it bo said ^ no 
intelligent Self % for il'fif'uli^from the context. 

of Sruti) does 

state (that the Avyakta has to be known and 
therefore it is the Pradhana); (we say) no 
for (it is) the intelligent (Supreme) Self 
(which is meant), since that is the topic. 

, He who has perceived that which is without 
sound, without touch . . . beyond the Mahat 

((^reat) and unchangeable, is freed from the laws 
of death” (Hath. 1. 3: 16). The Sankhyas hold 
that in this test the Sruti says that the Pradhana 
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has to be ktiown to attain Freedom; ior the des- 
cription g^iven of the entity to be known tallies 
with the Fradhana, which is also beyond the 
Mahat. The Sntra refutes this sayings that by 
Avyakta, the one beyond the Mahat (Great) etc., 
the intelligent (Supreme) Self is meant, as that is 
the subject-matter of that section. 

ii ^ ii 

Of three only ^ and thus 
introduction question ^ and. 

6. And thus the question and elucid- 
ation with reference to three only (of which 
the Pradhana is not one) (is consistent). 

In the .Katha Upanishad Nachiketas asks^ 
Yama three questions only, mz. about the fire 
(sacrifice), the individual soul, and the Supreme 
Self, The Pradhana is not mentioned. So we 
cannot expect Yama to go out of his way and 
treat of the Pradhana, which has not been inquired 
into. 

5T|;^nvsi| 

Like Mahat ^ and, 

7. And like Mahat (the word ‘Avyakta’ 
does not refer to any Sankhyan category). 

The .Mahat according to the Sankhyas means , 
the first-born, the cosmic intelligence; but in tha 
Vedic texts it is associated with the word ‘Self/ 
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J'aHsages like “The Mahut (Great) is superior to 
the intellect'’ (Kath. 1. B. 10), clearly show that it 
is used in a different sense from the intellect and 
refer to the Self in different aspects. Similarly 
though the Avyakta in the Sankhya philosophy 
may mean the Pradhana or Prakriti, in the Sruti 
texts it means something different. So the Pra- 
dhana is not based on scriptural authority but is a 
mere inferred thing. 

■Topic 2: The tri-coloured Ajd of the Svetdsvatara 

Upanishad is not the Sdnkhyan Fradhdna. 

■Ju the last topic the opponent was refuted on 
the ground that the mere mention of the word 
‘Avyakta’ was not sufficient reason to identify it 
■as the Sankhyan category called the Pradhana. 
The opponent here gives more analogies from the 
■Sruti texts to uphold his view. 

^owl for want of special 

characteristics. 

8. (The word ‘Aja' cannot be asserted 
to mean the Pradhhna) for want of special 
■characteristics, as in the case of the bowl. 

/‘There is one Aja, red, white, and black 
producing manifold offspring of the same appear- 
ance (colour)” (Svet. 4. 5). The question is 
whether' this ‘AjP refers to the Sankhya category 
3^'rakriti or to the fih^ elements fire, water, and 
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earth. The Sahkhyas hold that ‘Aja’ here meanii. 
the Pradhana, the unborn; and red, -white, and 
black refer to its three constituents, the Gunas — 
Sattva, Eajas, and Tanias. This Sutra refutes 
this, saying that in the absence of special charac- 
teristics there is no basis for such a special asser- 
tion. The text can be interpreted otherwise also. 
“There is a bowl that has its opening below and 
bulging at the top’' (Brih. 2. 2. 3). It is impos- 
sible to decide from the text itself what kind of 
bowl is meant. So also it is impossible to fix the 
meaning of ‘Aja’ from the text alone. As in the 
case of the bowl the complementary texts fix what 
kind of bowl is meant, so also here we have to 
refer this passage to supplementary scriptural texts 
to fix the meaning of ‘Aja’ and not assert that it 
means the Pradhana. 

X# 11 9, n 

(. Elements ) beginning with light 5: 
but ^ so % because read some. 

9. But (the elements) beginning with, 
light (are meant by the word Aj^), because- 
some read so. 

The Chhandogya assigns to, the elements fire, 
water, and earth, created by the Lord, red, white,, 
and black colours. Yide Chh. 6. 2. 2-4 and 6. 4. 1. 

This passage fixes) the meaning- of the word 
‘Aja’’. here. It refers to: the three elementary- 
substances viz. fire, earth, and water, from which 
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tlie rest of .the creatioii iias been x^roduced. It is 
not the Prakriti of tlie Sankhyas consisting* of the 
three Gnnas. In the former interpretation the 
three colours can be taken in their x)riinary sense, 
whereas they can rexjresent the three Gnnas in a 
secondary sense only. Moreover, the force of the 
recognition of the Sruti is stronger; that is to say, 
if we can beyond doubt recognize in this passage 
what is elsewhere mentioned in tlie Srutij that will 
be more reasonable than to recognize categories of 
a Smriti in the Si*uti te.xts. 

II \ o II 

Instruction having been given 
through '4^ancl imatrety as in th(*. case of 

‘ honey ^ etc. , no incongruity. 

10. A];id instruction having been given 
through the imagery (of a goat) (there is) no 
incongruity, (even) as in the case of ‘honey’ 
(standing for the sun in Madhuvidya "for 
the purpose of devout meditation)- and -such 
other cases. 

The word ‘A] a’ refers to something unborn; 
so how can it refer to the three cansal elements of 
the Chhandogya, which are something created? 
It is incongruous, says the objector. 

There is no incongruity in it, answers the 
'Sutra, as the elements are spoken of through the 
imagery of a she-got (Aja). Even as the sun in 
Madhuvidya is Tepreeented " as honey in the text. 
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“The sun indeed is the honey"' (Chh. 3. 1. 1), so 
also are the three elementary suhstances of the 
Chhandogya represented as the goat. A she-goat 
may be black, white, and red, and may give birth 
to ohspring representing her in colour. Similarly 
out of the combination of fire, water, and earth, 
having red, white, and black colours respectively, 
are produced all the inanimate and animate beings 
of similar colours. The combination of the fine 
elements, fire, water, and earth is here spoken of 
by the imagery of a tri-coloured goat, and that is 
why it is called an Aja, which does not however 
mean unborn. , 

To'pic 3: TJie fivefold five people of Brih. 4. 4. 17 
are not the twenty-five Sdnhhyan categories. 

^ Not even from the statement of 

the number dWIOT^on account of the differences 
account of the excess ^ and. 

11. Even from the statement of -the 
number (fivefold five, i.e.^ twenty-five cate- 
gories, by the Srnti, it is) not (to be pre- 
sumed that the Sruti refers to the Pradhana) 
on account of the differences (in the catego- 
ries) and the excess (over the number of the 
Sanl^hyan categories). " • • 

“That' in which the fiyed^o.ups of ;^v^ rand 
the (subtle) ether are placed, that very Altman" etc. 



(Brill. 4. 4. 17). ISow five times five makes 
twenty -five, wliicli is exactly tlie number of tlie 
Sankbyan categories. So the Sankliyas say that 
here is the scriptural authority for their philo- 
sophy. This Sutra refutes such an assumption. 
For the Sankhyan categories cannot be divided 
into groups of five on any basis of similarity, for 
till the twentv-five categories differ from eaclv 


“They who know the vital force of the vital 
force, the eye of the eye, the ear of the ear, the 
food of the food, the mind of the mind,” etc. 
(Brih. Madhy. 4. 4. 21). The ‘five people’ refer 
to thi^ vital force and the other four of the text,, 
which are cited to describe Brahman. 

By light some 3??^ food’ not 

being mentioned. 
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13. (][n the text) of some (the Kanva 

recension) food not being mentioned (in the 
complementary passage referred to in the 
previous Sutra) (the number is made up) by 
‘light’ (mentioned in the previous verse). 

“That immortal Light of lights the gocU 
worship as longevity” (Brih. 4. 4. 16). Though 
food is not mentioned in the text cited in the last 
Sutra according to the Kanva recension of the 
Satapatha Brahmana, yet the four of that verse, 
together with Tight’ mentioned in the text cited 
above, would make the ‘five people’ . 

Topic 4: There is no contradiction in the scriptures 
as regards the fact that Brahman is the First 
Cause. 

In the last three topics it has been shown that 
the Pradhana of the Sankhyas is not based on the 
scriptures, and consequently it was established 
that all the Sruti texts refer to Brahman as the 
First Cause. The opponent now tries to show that 
as the Vedlinta texts contradict each other with 
respect to the order of creation, they are therefore 
of doubtful import, and consequently it is safer to 
accept the Pradhana, which is established by 
reason and inference, as the First Cause, 

As the ( First ) Cause ^ and as 
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regards ether and so on J being re- 

presented ( in other texts ) as taught ( in one text ). 

14. (Although) as regards (things 
created, like) ether and so on (the Vedanta 
texts differ), (yet there is no such conflict 
with respect to Brahman) as the First Cause, 
(on account of Its) being represented (in 
one testt). 

The Sankhyas contend that though the 
Pradhana cannot be the First Cause according to 
the Sruti, yet Brahman also cannot be taken to be 
the First Cause taught by the Sruti. Why? 
Because there is , conflict as regards , the • order of 
creation; for some texts say that it is Akasa that 
was first produced from Brahman, some say that 
it is Prana, others that it is fire. This Sutra says 
that though there are conflicting views with res- 
pect to things created, that is, as regards the 
'Order of creation, yet since it is not the main 
object of the Sruti to teach about creation, it 
matters little. The main object in these descrip- 
tions is to teach that Brahman is the First Cause, 
and with respect to this there is no conflict; for 
•every Vedanta text holds that Brahman is that. 

15. On account of the connection (with 
passage referring to Brahman, non-exis- 
tence does not mean absolute non-existence). 
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A further objection is raised that . e^eu as 
regards Tirst Cause there is a conflict, - for some 
texts say that the Self created these worlds (Ait. 
Ar . 2. 4. 1. 2-3), others say that creation origi- 
nated from non-existence (Taitt. 2. 7). Again 
existence is taught as the First Cause in some 
itexts (Ghh. 6. 2. 1-2). Spontaneous creation also 
is taught by some texts (Brih. 1. 4. 7). On 
account of these conflicting texts it cannot be 
said that all the Vedanta texts refer to Brahman 
uniformly as the First Cause. These objections 
are answered as follows: “This was indeed non- 
existence in the beginning” (Taitt. 2. 7). Non- 
existence here does not mean absolute non- 
existence but undifferentiated existence. Exist- 
ence was at the beginning undifferentiated into 
name and form- In the texts of the Taittiriya 
IJpanishad Brahman is definitely described as not 
being non-existence. “He who knows Brahman 
as non-existing becomes himself non-existing. 
He who knows Brahman as existing is known by 
sages as existing” ’(Taitt. 2. , 6). This Brahman is 
again described as having wished to be many and 
created this world. 'Again “How can that which 
is be created from non-existence?” (Chh. 6. 2. 2) 
clearly denies such a possibility. “Now this was 
then undifferentiated” (Brih. 1. 4. 7), does not 
speak of spontaneous creation without a ruler, for 
it is connected with another passage where it is 
said, “He has entered here to the very tips of the 
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finger-nails’" (Brih. 1. 4. 7)^ where ‘He’ refers to 
this ruler, and hence we have to take that the 
Lord, the ruler, developed what was Undeveloped , 
Similarly Brahman, which is described in one 
place as existence, is referred to in another place 
as being .the Self of all. by the word ‘Atman’. 
So all texts uniformly point to Brahman as the 
First Cause, and there is no conflict as regards 
this. 

Topic 5: He who is the maker of the sun, 
moon, etc,, is Brahman and not Prana {the vital 
force) or the individual soul. 

In the last topic the word ‘existence’ occur- 
ring in one passage helped us to interpret non- 
existence occurring in another passage, as un- 
diflerentiated existence and not absolute non- 
existence. But the opponent now takes up for dis- 
cussion texts where the words ‘Prana’ etc. can- 
not be reasonably interpreted to mean Brahman, 
though It is mentioned in another text. 

n 

^ Because ( it ) denotes the world. 

16 . (He of whom all this is the work 
is Brahman) because (the work) denotes the 
world. 

“He, 0 B&laki,- who is the maker of these 
persons (whonct’ you mentioned), and whose work 
this is — ^is alone ‘4o be known’’ (Eau> 4. 19). In 
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this section Balaki first .describes tbe several in- 
dividual souls residing in the sun, moon, etber, etc. 
as Brabman. Ajatasatru says that these are not 
.the true Brabman and proceeding to teacb tbe 
real Brabman says, “He wbo is tbe maker of these 
persons is alone to be known and not .these 
persons.’’ Here who is tbe maker of tbe sun, 
moon, etc. is the question. The opponent bolds 
be is either tbe chief Prana or the individual soul. 
He is tbe chief Prana, for the activity of motion 
connected with work refers to Prana, afid Prana 
is also mentioned in a complementary... passage,:’ 
“Then be becomes one’ witbitbat Prana;, .alone” 
(Kau. 4. 20). It may also be the Jiva, for in “As 
tbe master feeds with , bis people. . . thus does 
tbe conscious self feed with tbe other seifs” (Hau. 
4, 20) it is referred to. Tbe Sutra refutes all this 
and says it is Brabman - that is referred to by 
‘maker’ in tbe text; for Brabman is taught here. 
“I shall teacb you Brabman.” Again ‘this*,- 
which means tbe world, is bis work — ^wbicli clearly 
points out that tbe. ‘be’ is pone other than 
Brahman. Therefore the maker is neither Prana 
lior tbe individual soul, but tbe Supreme Lord. ^ 

On , account of characteristics 
of the individual soul and tbe chief Pr&na rf not ' 
# it be said ^g:,tlmt already been 

explained. 
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17. If it be said that on account of the 
characteristics of the individual soul and 
the chief Prana (t© be foiAid in the text. 
Brahman is) not (referred to by the word 
‘maker’ in the passage cited),’ (we reply) 
that has already been explained. 

See note on 1. 1. 31. 

^ llUll 

For another purpose 3 but Jaimini 

because of the question and elucida- 
tion ^ moreover t^J^thus some, 

18. But ( the sage) Jaknini (thinks, 
thht the reference to the individual soul in 
the text) has another purpose because of the 
question and answer; moreover thus some 
(the Vajasaneyins) (read in their recension). 

Even the reference to the individual soul in 
the said chapter of the Kaushitaki Epanishad has 
a different purpose, and that is not to propound 
the individual soul but Brahman by showing that 
the individual soul is different from Brahman. 
The questions, “Where did the person thus sleep? 
Where was he? AVhence came he thus back?“ 
(Kau. 4. 19) refer clearly to something different 
from the individual soul. And so does the answer 
(Ibid. 4. 20) say that the individual soul is 
merged in Braffman in, deep sleep. The Brihada- 
ranyaka ITpanishad, where also this conversation 
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occurs, clearly points out the mdlTidual^ soul hy 
the term ‘Vionanamaya' , the person consisting ot 
cognition, and distinguishes it from the Supreme 
Sell. (Brih. 3. 1. 16-1’i'). 

Tojjic 6: The- Self to be seen through hearing 
etc. is Brahman. 

In tlie last topic the text under discussion 
was mterpreted to Defer to Brakinau, because the 
section begins with Brahman •• “I will teach you 
Brahman.” Bellowing- the same argument the 
opponent cites Brih. 3. 4, 5 and.arpes that since 
the section begins with the individual soul, the 
self to be seen referred to in this text is the in- 
dividual soul and not Brahman. 

cjiapr-sP^clOn account of the connected meaning 
of passages. 

19. (The Self to be seen, to be heard, 
etc. ts Brahman) on account of the connected 
meaniiig of the passages. 

“The Self, my dear Maitreyi, should be 
realired-shonld he heard ol, reflected on. and 
meditated upon. By the realization ot the Selt, 
my dear, through hearing, reflection, and medita- 
tion, all this is known” ;(Brih. 2. 4. 5). In this 
passage the Supreme Self is referred to and not 
the individual soul. Why? In the whole section 



BraJiaianjs^ireated. Xt begins witM Maitreyi’s 
question Will wealth get me immortality ?” and 
lajnavalhya answers that wealth, sacrifice, etc 

Joi\h^1 ° vT '““"telity. She then asks 
for that which will give her, immortality, and 
Tajnavalkya teaches her the knowledge of the 
helf, finally the section concludes with, “Thus 
far .goes immortality.” Now immortality cannot 
be gained by the knowledge of the individual soul 
but only by the knowledge of the Supreme Sell or 

subject-matter Md It alone is to be seen through 

hv fbe text quoted says that 

by the knowledge of the Self spoken of there, 
everything is known, which clearly connects the 

know edge of a limited individual self give us 
knowledge of everything? • , .®„ 

s (d?i I n t^o li ' 

^ ata'M: Of the proof of the proposition Nw 

indicatory mark siRtRsq: Asmarathya. 

is touCTht individual soul 

iLfoofo *^^1® reaHzation is an) 

indicatory mark (which is) proof of the pro- 
position, so Asmarathya thinks. ^ 

Sot, fke text quoted in the last 

point of^Bhed^W from the stand- 

P Bhedahheda-v&da of sage Asmarathya. 
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According to this school the individual soul 
(Jiva) and Brahman, which are related as 
effect and cause respectively, are different, yet 
not different, from each other, even as sparks are 
different, yet not diff'erent, from fire. If the in- 
dividual soul (Jiva) were quite • different from 
Brahman, then by the knowledge of the one 
^(Brahman) everything else would not be known. 
Hence this school interprets the test thus; The 
individual soul alone is to be seen. But as it is 
not different from. Brahman, the knowledge of the 
individual soul gives knowledge of Brahman and 
consequently knowledge of everything. It is this 
non-difference between Brahman and the indivi- 
dual soul (Jiva) that establishes the proposition, 
“By the knowledge of one everything else is 
known^h and in this sense alone the text speaks of 
the individual soul in Brih. 2. 4. 5. 

It can also be interpreted as follows. If the 
individual soul is something different from 
Brahman, then the knowledge of Brahman would 
not give the knowdedge of the individual soul. 
Therefore the individual soul is different, yet not 
different, from Brahman. It is to show this that 
the Sruti text begins with the individual soul. 

II n 

'Scdjftwid! Of the one which rises from .the body 
because of this nature ^ thus 
'( the sage ) Aiidulomi. " ^ 
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21. (The statement at the beginning 
identifies the individual soul with Brahman) 
because of this nature {mz., its identity with 
Brahman) of the one (i.^. the soul) which 
rises from the body (at the time of release)^ 
thus (thinks) Audulomi. 

This Acharya, while taking' that the self to be 
seen is the individual soul (Jiva), explains it as 
follows: The soul, when it rises from tke body, 
i,e, is free and has no body consciousness, real*l«es. 
that it is identical with Brahman. It is to show 
this non-difference in the state of release that the' 
Sruti speaks of the individual soul as identical 
with Brahman, even thoug-.h the difference 
between the individual soul (Jiva) and Brahman 
in the state of ignorance is a reality. It is spoken 
of as non-different from the Supreme Self or 
Brahman because in the state of release it is one 
with It. The text transfers the future state of 
non-difference to that time when difference 
actually exists. This school of Vedanta is known 
as Satya-bheda-vada ('i.e. the theory, which hold.s. 
that the difference between the individual soul 
and Brahman is a reality). 

11 11 

Because of the existence so holds 
KaiSakritsna. 
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2*“^ (The initial statement is made) 
becaus^e of the existence (of Brahman as the- 
individnal soul), so holds (sage) Kasakntsna 
As it is impossible that an indivickial soul 
(Jiva'J quite different in nature from Brahman 
can be one with it in the state of release, tins 
saffe thinks that the Supreme Self Itself exists as 
the individual soul. They are absolutely non- 
diffeuent, the apparent difference being due tr 
IJpadhis or limiting adiuncts, which are but pro 
ducts of ignorance, and therefore unreal from th( 
absolute standpcint. Hence .also follows that b: 
the knowledge of Brahman everything else i 

known. • . 4 ; 

Of the three schools of Vedanta ^ depicted 1 
the last three Sutras, that of Kasakritsna is just: 
fled by the Vedanta texts. According to Asm 
rathva the individual soul is a product of tt 
Supreme Self, and hence the knowledge of tl 
cause leads to the knowledge of everything inclm 
iug the individual soul. But is the effect or ai 
portion of it different from the cause? And 
the whole cause involved in each of its effect 
The answer to the second question is 
no. If the effect or some portion of it is differe 
from this cause, whence does it come? And is 
separable from that? If separable, it is not 
nature, for nature cannot be separated. it t 
separable, the cause cannot be known, and 
T^ro-nosition. “The soul being known, all else 



5!f Material cause ^ also 
not being contradictory to the proposition and 
illustrations. 

23. (Brahman is) the material cause 
also, (on account of this view alone) not 
beiii" contradictorjr to the proposition and 
the illustrations (cited in the Sruti). 


known”, falls to the ground. So Asmarathya’s 
view cannot stand. * 

According to Audulomi the individual soul 
(Jiva) is only a state of the Supreme Self. If the 
Jivahood is a reality, it can never be destroyed 
and freedom would he impossible. If on the other 
hand it becomes one with the Supreme Soul on 
release, then there is nothing like Jivahood which 
can he a reality. So Audnlomi’s view cannot 
stancl. Jivahood is an unreality, a creation of 
ignorance, the Jiva being identical with. Brahman. 
Even the creation of Jivas like sparks issuing from 
a fire does not speak of any real creation hut only 
with reference to Opadhis. In reality the Jiva is 
neither created nor destroyed. It is our ignor- 
ance that makes us see the individual soul (Jiva) 
limited by Upadhis as something different from 
Brahman. 


Brahman is also the material cause 
of the world. 
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Granted tliat Braliman is the cause of the 
world ; but what kind of cause? Is It the efficient 
cause, or the material cause, or both? The prima 
facie view is that Brahman is only the efficient 
cause, as texts like “He thought, ... he created 
Prana” (Pr, 6. 3-4) declare. 

This view is refuted by this Sutra. Brahman 
is also the material cause of the world. Here- 
‘also' shows that it is the efficient cause as well. It 
is only if Brahman is the material cause of the, 
world that it is possible to know everything 
through the knowledge of Brahman, as texts like 
“By which that which is not heard becomes 

heard” etc. (Chh. 6. 1. 3) say; for the effects are- 
not different from the ' cause. The illustrations, 
referred to are: “My dear, as by one lump oi 
clay all that is made of clay is known” etc. (Chh. 
6. 1. 4). These texts clearly show that Brahman 
is the material cause of the world; otherwise they 
would be meaningless. Again texts like “Brahman 
alone was at the beginning one without a second” 
show that It is also the efficient cause, for who 
else could be such a cause when there was nothing 
else ? . 


W U 

account of the statement of will 
( to create ) also. 




IGO 


BRAHMA- SUTRAS 


[1.4.25 


24. Also OB account of the statement 
of will (to create on the part of the Supreme 
Self, It is the material cause). 

“It wished, ‘May I he many, may I grow 
forth’ ” etc. (Ghh. 6. 2. 3). In this text the 
desire shows that Brahman is the efficient canse, 
and next ‘may I be many’ intimates that 
Brahman Itself became many. Hence It is the 
material cause ae well. 

II 

Direct and because the Srnti 

states both. 

25. And because the Sruti states that 
both (the creation and the dissolution of the 
world) (have Brahman as) the direct (cause). 

That from which a thing* springs and into 
which it is re-absorbed is its material cause. “All 
these things spring from Akasa (Brahman) alone 
and return to Akasa” (Ghh. 1, 9. 1), “That from 
which these things are produced, by which, when 
produced, they live, and into which they enter at 
their dissolution— try to know that. That is 
Brahman” (Taitt, 3. 1). These texts show that 
Brahman is the material cause also. A thing may 
be said to be produced from its efficient cause, but 
it cannot return to that at dissolution unless it is 
■also the material cause. 


1.4.28] 


BRAHMA- SUTRAS 


161. 


97Ic?I1^5 As It created Itself MR^lWId, by under- 
going modification. 

26. (Brahman is the material cause of 
the world! because (the Sruti says that) It 
created Itself by undergoing modifications. 

‘‘That Itself manifested Itself” (Taitt. 2. 7), 
which shows that Brahman alone created the 
world, out of Itself, which is possible only by 
undergoing modification. The word ‘Itself’ in the 
text shows that there w'as no other cause operat- 
ing. The modification is apparent according to 
Sankara and real according to Ramanuja. 

u II 

Origin ^ and % because is called. 

27. And because (Brahman) is called 
the origin. 

“That which the wise regard as the origin of 
all beings” (Mu. 1. 1. 6) — this shows that Brah- 
man is the material cause of the world. Hence Its 
being the material cause is established. 

Topic 8: The arguments which refute the 
Sdnkhgas refute also others. 

By this all are explained. . , 

28. By this all (doctrines with 
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reference to the origin of the world contrary 
to the Vedhnta texts) are explained. 

By this identity of the material and the effi- 
cient cause of the world all doctrines that speak 
‘of two separate causes for it are refuted. That is, 
not only the Sankhyan, hut also the atomic and 
other theories are refuted, as they are not based 
on scriptural authority and contradict many scrip- 
tural texts. The repetition of the werh in the- 
aphorism only shows that the chapter ends here. 

Those who hold the atomic theory, or who say 
that the First Cause is non-existence, or that it iS' 
Sunya (Void) — as the Nihilists say — cite respec- 
tively the following texts as authority. “These 
seeds, almost infinitesimal” (Chh. 6. 12. 1); “This 
was indeed non-existent at the beginning” (Chh. 
3. 19.. 1); “Soina learned men being deluded^ 
speak of nature, and others of time, as the cause 
of everything” (Svet. 6. 1). But the arguments 
put forward against the Sankhyas, viz. that con- 
trary to the scriptures their First Cause is insenti- 
ent, that the proposition that through the know- 
ledge of the one everything is known, will not be 
true, etc. will apply here also, and so these views 
cannot be held to be authoritative and based on 
the scriptures. The Srutis quoted are explained 
.thus,: 

The word ^infinitesimal’’ or ‘atomic’ refers to 
the Atman, which q'an 'bie -so-called as it, is' very 
fine. The non-existenipe spoken of is only a fine 
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causal condition of the world undeveloped into 
name and form as yet, and not absolute non- 
existence; and the lactroif ..iiiq?thS*q' being the First 
Cause is mentioned as a Purvapaksha by the Sruti, 
which itself refutes it 'further in the succeeding 
texts. So Brahman alone is the First. Cause, and 
nothing; els^. ' ' '' ' 
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CHAPTER IX 


Section 1 


In tlie first chapter it lias been proved that all 
tlie Yedanta texts deal witli Brabman as tbe Eirst 
Cause, yet tbe arguments based on reasoning 
against tbis doctrine remain to be refuted. Witb 
this object' in view tbis section is begun. In 
Section iv of Chapter 1 it was shown that the 
PradhSina of the Sankbyas, as also the atoms of 
the Yaisesbikas, are not based on Boriptural 
authority. In tbis section arguments, claim- 
ing their autboritativeness from the Smritis, 
to establish the Pradbana and the atoms etc., are 
refuted. 

Topic 1: Refutation of Sinritis that are not based 
on the Srutis^ 
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1. If it be said that (from the doctrine 
of Brahman being the cause of the world) 
there would result the defect of leaving no 
scope for certain Smritis, (we say) no ; be- 
«cause (by the rejection of that doctrine) 
there would result the defect of leaving no 
scope for some other Smritis. 

In the last chapter it has been shown that the 
-Sanlfhyan view is not based on scriptural autho- 
;:Eity. Now its authority even as a Smriti is denied 
and refuted. 

If the doctrine of the JPradhana is rejected, 
•then the Sankhya Smriti, propounded by a great, 
seer like Kapila and acknowledged by other great 
ithinkei’s, would cease to be authoritative; hence 
it is but reasonable that the Vedanta texts be so 
interpreted as to preserve the authoritativeness of 
this Smriti and not contradict it in toto. So says 
the opponent. The Sutra answers this by saying 
ihat if the doctrine of Brahman being the cause 
of the world be rejected to accommodate the 
'Sankhya Smriti, which goes counter to the Srutis, 
then by that rejection many other Smritis like the 
Mann Smriti, which are based on 'the Srutis and 
"therefore more authoritative, and, which also pro- 
pounded the doctrine of Brahman, an intelligent 
principle, being the cause of the world, would find 
no scope. So between the two it is desirable that 
ihe Smritis which go counter, to the Vedas be 
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PJE the others and 3l^qij5®^J tluTC being 
no nieiption. 

( . ; '2. And there being no mention (in the 
spriptures) of, the other entities, {i.e., the 
c 9 -tegories beside the Pradh^na), (the San- 
khya system cannot be authoritative). 

Even accepting the Pradhana of the San- 
khyas for argument’s sake — for the Vedantins alsn 
recognize Maya as the cause of the world, this 
difference between the two being that the Pra- 
dhana according to the Sankhyas is an independ- 
ent entity, whereas -Maya is a dependent entity, 
being a pother of Brahman — yet there is no men- 
tion bf the other ^'eate^'ories of the Sankhyas any- 
where "in the ¥edas;» -‘Hence the Sankhya philo- 
sophy ^bannot be anthOritative. 

To-pic ^^,kefutation of the Toga- philosdphy, 

^nii ji^ 

' the. Yoga pHogophy ai^: is 

I (also). r,ef uteiiv • • , - / : f 

' By this ■ the Yoga philosophy is 
(also)'refnted., < . • 

After- thb- refutation of the Sankhyas., who 
recognize ' ’ah independent ; entity called the 
t'radhana as the* castise of the . world', this Sutra 
refutes the Yoga Smriti,. which also' recognil^a, a 
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separate entity called tlie Pradhana as' llie First 
Cause, though unlike the Sanldiyas they recognize 
an Iswaji’a who directs this inert Pradhana in its 
Creative eYolutioh. The' Yoga system is spoken of 
in IJpanishads like the Svetasvatara. It kelps 
concentration of the mind, which is necessary for 
the full comprehension of Brahman, and as such 
it is a means to Knowledge. Bo this Bmriti, being 
based on the Srutis is authoritative. But it also 
recognizes the Pradhana, which therefore is ^ the 
First Cause— so says the opponent, This Sutra 
says that the arguments given in the last Sutra 
refute also the Yoga Smriti, for it also speaks of a 
Pradhana and its products which are not to be 
found in the Srutis. Though the Smriti is partly 
authoiitative, yet it cannot be so with respect to 
iKat part which (‘ontradicts the Srutis. There is 
room only for those portions of the Smriti as do 
not contradict the Srutis. - ' 

Topic o: Brahman, though of different nature 
from the world, can ^jet he its cOMse. 

■ . I 

- ' 51 Not because of the contrary nature 

^ of this its being so,^ ^nd 51^^ from Sruti.’; 

4. (Brahman Tsf nnt - (the cau^e' of the 
world) because this- .(world) is of ra. contrary 
nature (from Brahman); c^hd its bein^ so. 
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{i,e., different from Brahman) (is known) 
from the scriptures. 

Brahman is intelligence, pure, etc., while the 
world is something material, impure, etc., and so 
is different from the nature of Brahman; as such, 
Brahman cannot he the cause of this world. The 
effect is nothing but the cause in another form; 
therefore the cause and effect cannot be altogether 
of a different nature. Intelligence cannot produce- 
material effects and vicG versa. That the world 
and Brahman differ entirely in their characteris- 
tics is known from texts like “Brahman became- 
intelligence as also non-intelligent” (Taitt. 2. d), 
where “non-intelligent” stands tor the world. So 
Brahman cannot be the First Cause of the material 
world, though the scriptures may say so. 


The reference (is) to the presiding 
deities ^ but because of the special 

characterization and the fact of being so presided. 

5. But the reference is to the presid- 
ing deities (of the organs) on account of the 
special characterization (as ‘deities’) and 
also from the fact of a deity so presiding 
(over the functions of an organ being ap- 
proved by the Sruti in other texts). 

The opponent, who says that the world, and 
Brahman being different in nature — sentient and' 
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-cannot be related to each 
anticipates a plausible 
. this Sutra. There is a 
”■ j over tbeir res- 
(BriC 6. 1. 7), wbicb 
- — 3 not material but 
The opponent says that from this we are 

of the world, since the 

the presiding deities of these organs- 
' the KaushitaH Xlpa- 
jxpressly mentioned. 

over their 
). Also because 
3 of such presiding 
speech entered the 
2. 4. 2. 4). The same argument 
of the ChhS,ndogya, Oh. TI, where 
have thought and produced the 
the series. The thought here 
highest Deity, Brahman, which 
as a superintending 
IS -we cannot infer 
rich is material and 
brahman. Therefore 
e of the material 


material respectively- 
other as cause and e: 
objection and answer! 
text, “These organs quarreling 
pective greatness,’’ etc. ( 
shows that even the organs are 
sentient. 

not to infer the sentiency 
reference is to t .. 

Bor the same topic occurs in 
nishad, where they are t _ 

“These deities (speech etc.) quarrelling^ 
respective greatness'’ (Kan. 2. 14). 
other texts show the existence 
deities. “3?ire becoming £ 
mouth” (Ait, Ar. 2. 4. 
applies to texts c* . 
fire etc. are said to 
next element in 
spohen of is of the 
is connected with Its effects 
principle. T'rom all such tei 
the sentiency of the world, \ 
so different in nature from 
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‘But’ refutes the opponeut’s View expressed 
in the last Sutra, mz. that this world cannot have 
originated from Brahman because it is; different in 
•character. For it is seen that intelligent things 
like scorpions etc. are produced from' non-intelli- 
g‘ent cowclung etc. Again from a' sentient spider 
there comes forth the thread for' its web. So also 
do nails, hair, etc. come forth from a man, who is 
an intelligent being. 'Therefore it is quite possible 
that this material world could be produced by 
an intelligent Being, Brahman. It may be 
objected that a man’s body is the cause of the hair 
and nails, and not the man; similarly the cow- 
dung is the cause of the body of the worms. Even 
then it must be admitted that there is a difference 
between the cause and the effect since, in both the 
examples cited, one of them is the abode of some- 
thing sentient -while the other is hot; they are not 
similar. in all respects. If they were, then there 
would be nothing like cause and effect, nor would 
they be called by different names. vSo we have to 
admit that the cause and its effects are not similar 
in every respect, but something in the - cause, or 
some qualities, of it, must he fo-und • in the effects 
also, as the clay in the lump is found in the pot 
also, though the shape etc. of the two differ. So 
we say that even in the case of Brahman and the 
world, some qualities 6f-tlie cause, Brahman, such 
as existence and intelligences are "to be found in its 
effect, the world. Everything in the world exists. 
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and this quality it getsi'rom Br.alimto,' wlucli is 
existence itself. Again tlie intelligence of 
Braliinan lights the whole universe. So these two 
qualities of Brahman are found in the woidd, 
which justify our relating them as cause and effect 
in siiite of differences in other, respects between 
.them, 

araa. Non-existent # % if it bo said ^ no 
for it is merely a negation, 

7^ If it be said (that the world, the 
-efieot, would then be) non-existent (before 
.creation), (we say) no, for it is merely a 
negation (without any basis). 

If Brahman, which is intelligent, pure, and 
without qualities, is the cause of the world of an 
.opposite character, it follows that before creation 
the world was non-existent, for Brahman was then 
the only existence. This means that something 
which was non-existing is hrotight into existence, 
which is not accepted by the Vedantins. This 
ai'gument of the opponent this Sutra refutes by 
saying that this negation is a mere ^ statement 
without any objective validity. The effect exists 
ill the cause before its origination as well as after 
it It can never exist independent of the cause 
.eitber before or after ^creation. Therefore rbe 
world exists, in Brabraatt even before' creation and 
is not absolutely non-existent, i 
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At the time of dissolution like that 
sraWld on account of the fact absurd. 

8. On account of the fact that at the 
time of dissolution (the cause becomes) like 
that {i.e., like the efiect) (the doctrine of 
Brahman being the cause of the world) is 
absurd. 

Says the opponent : If Brahman is the cause 
of the world, then the world beings dissolved in 
Brahman at the time of dissolution, its defects 
would affect Brahman, even as salt affects the 
water in which it is dissolved. Hence Brahman 
would become impure and would no more be the 
omniscient cause of the world, as the Upanishads 
maintain. Again at the , time of dissolution all 
things having gone into a state of oneness with 
Brahman, there will be no special causes left for 
a new creation. If in spite of this we consider a 
new creation possible, then it would mean that 
there is a chance of even the liberated souls, who 
have become one with Brahman, reappearing in 
the world. Nor can it be said that the world 
remains separate from Brahman in the state of 
dissolution, for in that case it would be no dissolu- 
tion at all. So the VedS,nta doctrine of Brahman 
being the cause of the world is objectionable, as it 
leads to all sorts of absurdities. 
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i! Not § but on account of the exist** 


ence of illustrations. 


9. But not (so) on account of the 
existence of illustrations. 

Tbe objection is being answered; Tbat the 
effect, when it gets dissolved’ in the cause, does not 
pollute the latter by its defects, is borne out by 
innumerable instances. A clay pot, for instance, 
when it is broken and reabsorbed into its original 
substance, i.e, clay, does not impart to it its 
special features. The very fact of absorption 
shows that all the qualities of .the effect cannot 
abide, for in that case it would be no absorption at 
all. Moreover, we have to remember that the 
effect is of the nature of the cause and not vice 
versa. Hence the qualities of the effect cannot 
touch the cause, it may, however, be objected 
that since the effect is but the cause in a new con- 
dition, all the good and bad traits of the effect 
must have been in the cause. But we forget that 
the world is after all an illusion. Brahman has 
only apparently changed into the world and as 
such is never affected by it, even as a magician is- 
not affected by the illusion produced by him. 


The other incongruity shown, viz. that since* 
at the time of dissolution the world is resolved into. 
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Briihnian and becomes -one- with It, there can be 
mo further creation, and if it takes place there will 
be the p’ossibility of even hree'soiiis coining into 
bondage again, cannot stand, for there are parallel 
instances with respect to this also. In deep sleep 
’we do^ not perceive anything, there is no diversity, 
but on awakening we find the world of duality. 
A similar phenomenon can be expected to happen 
at the time of dissolution. In the former case it is 
the existence of ignorance (Avidya), which is not 
'destroyed, that is responsible for the reappear- 
ance of the world. So also at dissolution the 
■power of distinction remains in a potential state 
as Avidya or ignorance. But in the case of the 
liberated no ignorance being left, there is no 
chance of their being brought hack into bondage 
from their state of oneness with Brahman. 


II II 

Because of the objections to his own 

view ^ and. 

10. And because of the objections 

(cited) (being applicable) to his own 

(Sinkhyan) viety (also). - , 

The objections raised by the Sankhyas against 
Vedanta are ^ually true of their view of the First 
(3ause, viz. the PraMana. Form, taste, etc. are 
not' to be found .in^-th® Puadhana-, yet we find these 
tthihgs, in- theMworld produced out of-it. The 
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objection as.iiegards reabsorptiou at xne xiiub ul 
Pralaya . applies also . in . tlie case . ot dhe' Sankbyan 
Pradbana. Thus wbatever objections are raised 
ao-ainst Yedauta in tbia respect are also true of 
LS. Hence they should be dropped. 

Vedanta being based on tbe 
itative. Moreover, tbe objec-^ 
uswered from tbe Vedanta 
from tbe Sankbyan stand*^ 


tbe .Sankbyas 
Of tbe two, however, 

Srutis is more autbo 
tions have all been 
standpoint, whereas 
point it is not possi 

Because reasoning has no sure basis 
also 3FJWI o'tbeinvise3?#Jr?i should be inferred^or 
t^asoned ^ % if it be said so affir even 
smi there will result the contingency of non-release. 

11 Also because reasoning has no. sure 
bafiiR ’?it cannot upset the conclusions ot 


17G 


BRAHMA-SUIHAS 


[ 2 . 1.11 


dike Kanada. Hence reasoning ihaving no sure 
Jbasis cannot upset tlie conclueions of Yed.anta, 
wiiicii are based on -the Srutis. But, says the 
^opponent, even this judgment about reasoning is 
arrived at through reasoning; so it is not true that 
d»easonmg has never a sure basis. Sometimes it is 
perfectly sound. Only we must reason properly. 
'The latter part of the Sutra says that even though 
in some eases reasoning is infallible, yet with res- 
pect to the matter in hand it cannot transcend this 
defect. For the cause of the Avorld (Brahman) is 
beyond the senses and has no characteristic signs. 
It cannot therefore be an object of perception, or 
of inference, which is based on perception. Or 
:again if we take ‘release’ in the Sutra to mean 
Liberation, it comes to this*: True knowledge of a 
ueal, thing depends on -the thing itself,-, and. there- 
fore it is always uniform. Hence a conflict of 
views with respect to it is not possible. But the 
•'Conclusions of reasoning can never be unifdem. 
‘The Sankhyas arrive through reasoning at the 
Pradh^na as the First Canse, while the Naiyhyi- 
kas (logicians) mention Parainanus (atoms) as 
ihat. Which to accept? So no conclusion can be 
arrived at throtigdi reasoning independent of the 
scriptures, and since the truth cannot be known 
through this means, there will be no Liberation. 
Therefore reasoning which goes against the scrip- 
tures is no proof of “knowledge and cannot oontra- 
-dict the Sruti tetsts. 


f 
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Topic 4: The line of reasoning against the Sm- 
hJiyas is valid also against others like the Atomisbs. 

^ o^TP^rrar: ii ii 

By this not accepted by the wise 

«lfq also are explained. 

12. By this {i,e. by the arguments 
.against the S^nkhyas) (those other views) 
.also not accepted by the wise (like Manu 
.and others) are explained. 

When the Sankhya philosophy, parts of which 
:are accepted by the wise as authoritative, has 
been refuted, there is no question as regards the 
non-authoritativeness of all doctrines based mere- 
ly on reasoning like the atomic theory of Kanada 
•and non-existence as the Birst Cause propounded 
by tlie Buddhists, which are wholly rejected by 
-the wise. They are also - refuted by these very 
arguments against the SanlAyas, as the reasons 
on which the refutation is based are the same. 
Topic 5: The distinctions like enjoyer and enjoyed 
.do not contradict the truth which is oneness, 

II H 

On account of turning into the enjoyer 
^sliiWPTrnon-distinction ^if it be said ^sfig^^may exist 
«JfqB^as is experienced in the world. 

13. If it be said (that if Brahman be 
the cause then) on account of (the objects of 
enjoyment) turning into the enjoyer, non- 
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distinction (between enjoyer and things 
enjoyed would result), (we say, such dis- 
tinction) may exist (ail the same), as is ex- 
perienced • commonly in the world. 

.‘A ftirther objection is raised • against Bra kina a 
being the cause. We perceive - differences in the 
■worlch Notv, perception as a means of knowledge 
is stronger than the Srnti. Hence what the vSrutis. 
say in contradiction to such an experience ' cannot- 
stand. The idea is this-; The distinction between 
the enjoyer (the J'iva) and the objects of enjoy- 
ment is well established by experience. . tf 
Brahman is the material cause, then the world, 
the effect, would be non-different from Brahman, 
and under the circumstances, the Jiva and 
Brahman being identical in Vedanta, the differ- 
ence between the -subject and -object would be des- 
troyed, since the .one would' pass ’over into the 
otlier. • Hence Brahman cannot be held to be the 
material cause , of the world as it contradicts, 
perception. 

The Tatter part of the Sutra refutes this giviug 
examples, It^says that never-fcheless there can be 
such ' diffetenceS ' Th nfuL-ilifferent ' things. For 
instance, jpvayes; -fciani, .etc. are moh-diffe^nt, 
being alike; :§®§a; .^atei!; -yet waves' and foam ‘they 
are different fropthepch .-others As sea water, Their 
cause,.. they ap w,aves, T-oam, etc.- they 
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difference in tilings simnltaneonsly, owing to 
name and form. Tkerefore from tke standpoint 
of Bi-aliman tke enjoyer and tke enjoyed are not 
different, but as enjoyer and tkingfe enjoyed tkey 
are different; tkere is no contradiction in tkis. 

Tke Sntra can also be interpreted otkerwise.. 
If Brakman be tke canse, tken It would also be 
tke enjoyer, tke individual soul (Jiva), ' tkere 
being no difference between cause and effect. 
Consequently, tkere will be no suck difference 
tke bondage of tke individual soul and tke free- 
dom of Brakman. Tke Sutra «ays tkat even as. 
tkere is a distinction between tke object, wkick is 
(dear, and its image, wkick is disfigured in an 
unclean mirror, so also owing to tke impurities of 
tke Antakkarana (mind) tke ever-free Brakman 
may give rise to tke image of tke individual soul,, 
wkick is bound. 

Topic 6: The non-difference of the effect from 
the cause. 

Its non-difference from 

words like ‘origin’ etc. 

14. Its (of the effect) non-difference' 
(from the cause results) from words like 
‘origin’ etc. 

In tke last Sutra tke objection against 
Brakman being tke material .cause,.; tkat it 
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contradicts perception, was answered frorji tlie 
standpoint of Parinamavada or tlie tlieory of 
Brahman actually undergoing- modification. Now 
the same objection is refuted from the standpoint 
of Vivartavada or apparent modification, which is 
the standpoint of Advaita. The objection is: Texts 
like “There is no manifoldness whatever here (in 
Brahman)” (Kath. 2. 4. 11) contradict percep- 
tion. Peason also says that among things which 
get transformed into each other there cannot be 
difference and non-dift‘erence at the same time. 
Hence the doubt. In a single moon we cannot see 
two moQUB. What was spoken of in the last Sutra, 
•viz. that the difierence between them is one of 
name and form, even that is unreal, for in a thing 
which is one without a second, which is non- 
duality, even the difference due to name and form 
is impossible. The example of the sea is not apt, 
for here both the sea and its modifications, waves 
and foam, are objects of the senses, but Brahman 
is not. It is realized only through the scriptures 
nnd in Samadhi. ‘What then is the truth? It is 
oneness, non-duality. As the effect is non-difier- 
ent from the cause, the latter alone is real. The 
Sruti also establishes this by the example of clay 
•etc. in the Chh§ndogya TJpanishad. “Just as, by 
the knowledge of one lump of earth, my dear, 
everything made of earth is known, the modifica- 
tion being only a name arising from speech, but 
ihe truth being that all is earth, .... thus, my 
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dear, is .tliat instruction” (Clih.. 6. 1. 4-6). Here 
the Sruti by using the word ‘modification’ tries to 
prove that there is no separate reality of the pots 
etc., which are mere modifications of the lump of 
earth. They are not separate things but merely 
.(lift'erent conditions, just as the boyhood, youth, 
etc. of Devadatta are mere conditions, and not 
real. So by Imowing the lump of earth the real 
nature of the pots etc. is known. It matters little 
that the various forms are not known, for they 
ure not worth knowing, being unreal. Even 
though these pots etc. are objects of the senses, 
yet discrimination tells us that besides earth 
nothing real is found in these. They are merely 
names arising out of speech and nothing more. 
They are cognized through ignorance, hence they 
ore uni'eal. The clay, on the other hand, is rea- 
lized even apart from name and form and is there- 
fore real. Similarly Brahman alone is real and 
this world is unreal. The world being non- 
■difiejent from its cause, Brahman, the truth is 
oneness, non-duality, Brahman, the one without 
a second. To people who through want of experi- 
ence have not this insight into things, there will 
always be difference and. non-difference, even as 
in the case of tke .sea and its waves, but in reality 
these differences are relative and not true. 

^ II II 

^ On the -existfcence ^ and is experienced. 
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15. And (because) on liie existence (of 
the cause) is (the effect) experienced. 

The effect is not experienced in the absence 
of the cause, which shows that the effect is not 
different from the cause. The world phenomena 
appear only because Brahman exists and not 
without It. ' Hence the world is non-different from 
Brahman. 

II 1! 

J^HfcrOu account of (its) existing aad of 

the posterior. 

16. And on account of the posterior 
the effect, which comes into being 

after the cause) existing (as the cause before 
creation). 

The Sruti says that before creation the world 
had its being in the cause, Brahman, as one with 
It: “Yerily in the beginning this was Self, one- 
only'"’ (Ait. Ar. 2. 4. 1. 1); “In the beginning, 
ray dear, this was rmly existence” (Chh. 6. 2. 1). 
Now since before creation it was non-different 
from the cause, it continues to he so even after 
creation. 

On ,^omit of its being described as 
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•noii-Gxistcnt g not # it be said no 
by another characteristic from the latter 

part of the text. 

17. If it be said that on account of 
fthe effect) being described as non-existent 
/before creation) (the conclusion of the 
previous Sutra is) not (true)-, (we say) not 
so (it being described) by another charac- 
teristic (as is seen) from the latter part of 
the text. 

“Non-existent indeed this was in the begin- 
ning’ * (Chh. 3. 19. 1). The word “non-existent” 
does not mean absolute non-existence, but that the 
’world did not exist in a differentiated condition. 
It was undifferentiated — ^liad not yet developed 
name and form— in which sense the word “non- 
existence” is also used in common parlance. It 
was in a fine condition, and after creation it 
became gross, developing' name and form. This 
sense is shown by the immediately succeeding 
portion of the text, “It became existent, it grew.” 
Hence the conclusion of the last Sutra is all right. 

II U II 

Prom reasoning from another Sruti 

text =5 and. i o 4 -* 

18. Prom reasoning and another Sruti 
text (this relation between cause and effect 
is established). 
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■ From reasoning also we find tliat the effect is 
non-clifferent from the cause and exists before its 
origination. Otherwise everything could have 
been produced from anything. Particular causes 
producing particular effects only shows this rela- 
tionship between cause and effect. Before crea- 
tion the effect exists in the cause as unmanifest. 
Othej'wise something new being created, anything 
could have been created from all things. The fact 
is, it gets manifested on creation, that is all. 
That which is absolutely non-existent like the 
horns of a hare can never come into existence. So" 
the cause cannot produce altogether a new thing 
vrhieh was not existing in it already. Moreover, 
that the effect exists even before creation we find 
from such Sruti texts as ‘Mn the beginning, my 
dear, this was only existence, one without a 
second” (Chh.» 6. 2. 1). 

II n II 

Like cloth and. 

19. And like a piece of cloth. 

Even as is cloth folded and spread out, so is 
the world before and after creation. In the folded 
state one cannot make out whether it is a cloth 
or anything else, which is clearly discernible when 
it is spread out. In the state of Pralaya (disso- 
lution), i.e. before creation,, the world exists in .a 
fine potential state in Brahman and after creation, 
takes the gross form. 
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Brahman) the defects of not doing what is 
beneficial and the like. 

In the previous topic the oneness of the world 
with its cause. Brahman, has been established. 
But the Sutra also states the identity of the indi- 
vidual soul and Brahman, and if Brahman at the 
same time were, the cause of the world, It would 
. be open to the charge of not doing what is good, 
for Itself. Being omniscient, It would not have 
ordained anything which would do the individual 
soul harm, or abstained from doing that which 
would be beneficial to it; for nobody is seen to do 
so with respect to oneself. Bather It would have 
created a woji'ld where everything would have 
been pleasant for the individual soul, without the 
least trace of miseiy. Since that is not a fact, 
Brahman is not the cause of the world, as 
Vedinta holds. 

I Something more 3 but account' 

of the statement of difference. 

22. But on account of the statement 
(in the Srutis) of difference (between the 
individual soul and Brahman) (Brahman, 
the Creator is) something more (than the 
individual soul). 

^But’ refutes the objection of the last Sutra. 

The Creator of the woild is omniscient and 
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omnipotent. As sncli He kno-wrs the unreality of 
the Jivahood and the -world, and also His own 
non-attachment to them, heing- a mere witness. 
He has neither good nor evil. So his creating a 
world of good and evil is not objectionable. For 
the individual soul, however, there is good and 
• evil so long as it is in ignorance. The Srutis 
clearly point out the difference between the in- 
dividual soul and the Creator in texts like “The 
Atman is to be realized” etc. (Brih. 2. 4. 5). All 
these differences, however, are based on imaginary 
distinctions due to ignorance. It is only when 
Knowledge dawns that the individual soul realizes 
.its identity with Brahman. Then all plurality 
vanishes, and there is neither the individual soul 
nor the Creator. Thus the individual soul not 
being the creator of the world, the objection raised 
does not hold good. 

II 11 

Like stimes etc. ^ and its 

untenability. 

23. And because the case is similar to 
that of stones (produced from the,, same 
v.earth) etc., the objection is untenable. 

An objection may ‘ be raised that Brahman, 
which is knowledge, Bliss, and unchangeable, 
-''Cannot be the catise of a world of diversity,- of 
.good and evil. This Sutra refutes that.' The 
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objection is untenable, for we see tliat from the 
same material, eartb, stones of different values 
like the precious jewels as also useless stones are 
^ produced. Sc also from Brahman, which is Bliss, 
a world of good and evil can be created. 

Topic 8: Brahman though destitute of material 
and instruments is yet the cause of the world. 

II II 

Because collection of accessories is 
seen not ^ if it be said sT no like milk 

% since. 

24. If it be said (that Brahman with- 
out extraneous aids) cannot (be the cause of 
the world) because (an agent) is seen to col- 
lect materials (for any construction), (we 
sky) no, since (it is) like milk (turning into 
curds). 

A fresh objection is raised against Brahman 
being the cause of the world. There is nothing 
extr.aneous to Brahman to help in the work of 
creation, for there is nothing besides Brahman. 
Brahman is one without a second and so free from 
all differentiations internal or external. It is 
ordinarily seen that one who creates something, 
the potter, for example, uses extraneous aids like 
the wheel, clay,, etc. But Brahman, being one- 
without a second, has not these accessories and so 
IS not the Creator. T^he Sutra refutes this objection 
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by sliowing* that sueli a thing is possible even. 
avS uiilk turns into curds without the help of any 
extraneous thing. If it be urged that even in thisi 
case heat or some such thing starts curdling, we 
say it fmly ac(,'eierates the process, but the curd- 
ling takes place through the inherent capacity of 
the milk. One cannot turn water into curds by 
the application of heat ! But Brahman being in- 
finite, no such aid is necessary for It to produsi'e 
this world. That It is of infinite power is testified 
by such vSrutis as the following: “There is no' 
effect and no instrument known of Him, no one is 
seen like unto Him or better. His high power is 
revoaled as manifold and inherent, acting as force 
and knowledge.” (Rvet. G. 8). 

^t% 11 I 

Like gods and others even 551% in the 

world- 

25. (The case of Brahman creating' 
the world, is) even like the gods and other 
beings in the world. 

It may be objected that the example of milk 
turning into curds is not in point, since it is an 
inanimate substance. One never sees a conscious 
being, a potter, for instance, turning out things 
without tha help of external aids. , 

, This Sutra refutes that objection by giving an 
example of creation by a conscious agent without 
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any extraneous lielp. Even as gods, in tlie sacred 
l)ooks, are seen to create without extraneous means 
simply through their inherent power, so also the 
Lord through His infinite power of Maya, is able 
to create this world of diversity. The examples 
cited above show that it is not necessary that 
creation be, limited by the conditions observed in 
the creation of pots. They are not universal. 

t 

Topic 0: Brahman though without parts is yet 
the material cause of the world. 

Possibility <of the entire (Brahman 
b(?ing niodifi(‘.d) violation of the 

scriptural statement that Brahman is without parts 
^or. 

26. (Brahman’s being the cause of the 
world involves) either the possibility of the 
entire (Brahman being modified) or the 
violation of the scriptural statement that 
Brahman is without parts. 

If Brahman is without parts and yet the 
material cause of the world, then we have to 
ndinit that the entire Brahman becomes changed 
into this multiform world. So there will be no 
Brahman left, but only the efiect, the world. 
Moreover, it would contradict the scriptural text 
that Brahman is immutable. If on the other hand 
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it is said that the whole of It does not undergo 
modification, hut only a part, then we shall have 
to accept that Brahman is made up of parts, which 
is denied hy scriptural texts. In either case it 
leads to a dilemma, and so Brahman cannot he the 
cause of the world. 

On account of scriptural texts 3 

on account of being based on the scripture. 

27. But (it cannot be like that) on 
account of scriptural texts (suj^porting botb 
the apparently contradictory views) and on 
..account of (Brahman) being based on the- 
scripture only. 

‘But’ refutes the view of the former feutra. 

The entire Brahman does not undergo change, 
though the scriptures say that the world originates 
from” Brahman. Witness such texts as, “One foot 
(quarter) of Him is all beings, and three feet are 
what is immortal in heaven” (Chh. 3. 12. 6). And 
as in matters supersensuous the Srutis alone are 
authority, we have to accept that both these oppo- 
site views are true, though it does not stand to 
reason. The thing is, the change in Brahman is 
only apparent and not real. Hence both the views 
expressed hy the Sruti are true. It is on this basis 
that the apparently contradictory texts become- 
reconciled and not other^vise. 
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fk II II 

3T(cRI^ In the individual soul and thus 

'diverse also ff because. 

28. And because in the individual 
soul also (as in the case of magicians etc.) 
diverse (creation exists). Similarly (with 
Brahman), 

This Sutra establishes the view of the former 
by citing an example. 

In the dream state there appears in* the indi- 
vidual seif;, which is one and indivisible, diversity 
resembling' the waking* state (See Brih. 4. 3. 10), 
and yet the indivisible character of the self is not 
.marred by it. "VVe see also m*agicians, for instance, 
producing a multiple creation without any change 
in themselves. Similarly this diverse creation 
•springs from Brahman through Its inscrutable 
power of Mays,, though Brahman Itself remains 
unchanged. 

On account of the opponent's view 
Ibeing subject to these very objections ^ and. 

29. And on account of the opponent’s 

own view being subject to these very objec- 
tions. ^ 

If the PradhSna is taken to be the First 
dlause, as the opponents of the Vedantic view (the 
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31. If it be said that because (Brah- 
man) is devoid of organs (it is) not (able to- 
create, though endow-d with powers), (we 
say) this has (already) been explained. 

As Brahman is devoid of organs, It cannot 
create. Moreover, It is described as “Not this, not 
this,” which precludes all attributes; so how cun 
It possess any power's .P This Sutra replies that it 
has already been explained in 2. 1. 4. and 2, 1. 25 
that with respect to Brahman the scripture alone is 
authority and not reason. The scripture declares 
that Brahman, although devoid of organs, possesses 
all capacities. “Grasping without hands, moving 
swiftly without feet” etc, (Svet. 3. 19). Though 
Brahman is without attributes, yet on account of 
Maya or Nescience It can be taken to possess all 
powers. 

Topic 11: Brahman’s creation has no motive 
behind except a sportive impulse. 

ii \\ || 

*T Not on account of having motive. 

32. (Brahman is) not (the creator of 
the world) on account of (every activity) 
having a motive. 

Granting that Brahman possesses all powers 
for creation, a further objection is raised against 
Its being the cause. Nobody engages himself in 
anything without a . motive or purpose. Everything 
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is unflertakeu by i>eople to satisfy some desire. But 
Bralimaii is self-sufficient, therefore It has nothiiif*' 
to gain by the creation; hence we cannot expect It 
to engage Itself in such a useless creation. There- 
fore Brahman cannot be the cause of the world. 

As is seen in tlie world g 
mere pastime. 

33. But (Brahman’s creative activity) 
is mere pastime, as is seen in the world. 

Even as kings without any motive behind are 
seen to engage in acts for mere pastime, or even as 
men breathe without a purpose, for it is their very 
nature, or even as children play out of mere fun, 
so also Brahman without any purpose engages Itself 
in creating this world of diversity. This answers 
the objection raised in the previous Sutra against 
Brahman’s being the cause of the world. 

Topic 12: Partiality and cruelty cannot be 
attributed to Brahman. 

li n 

Partiality and cruelty ^ not 
account of Its taking into consideration (other 
reasons) so % because declares. 

34. Partiality and cruelty cannot (be 
attributed to Brahman) on account of Its 
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taking into consideration (other reasons in 
that matter), because (the scripture) declares 
(it to be) so. 

Some are created poor, some rich; hence the 
Lord is partial to some. He is cruel, inasmuch as 
He makes people suffer.. To such an objection this 
Sutra replies that the Lord cannot be accused of 
partiality and cruelty, because He dispenses ac- 
cording* to the merit and demerit of the individual 
soul. The scripture declares to that effect, “A man 
becomes good by good work, bad by bad work’^ 
(Birh. 3. 2. 13). But this does not contradict the 
independence of the Lord, even as the king’s status 
is not compromised by his giving presents to his 
servants according to their action. Just as rain, 
helps different seeds to sprout, each according to its 
nature, so G-od is the general efficient cause in 
bringing the latent tendencies of each individual 
to fruition. Hence he is neither partial nor cruel. 

^ j II II 

•I Not want of distinction in work 

^ % if it be said no because of (the 

world) being without a beginning. 

35. ' If it be said (that is) not (possible) 
for want of any distinction in work (before 
creation), (we say) no, because of (the world) 
being without ia beginning. 

Since befcno the first creation the individual 
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soul oaimot ])os.sibly liave liacl a ])reviotis exist- 
>t*nc,e, wlieni'e (iome.s tlie flift'erenee iii tlie coudition 
of being’s in that first creation, unless the Lord 
las causecl it out <5f His partiality? This objec- 
fioii is answered by tie Sutra, wbicb says that 
creation is without a beginning and the question 
■of first creation cannot arise. It is lihe a seed 
and its sirrout. vSo the individual souls have 
always had a previous existence and done g’ood or 
Inad deeds in accordance with which their lot in a 
•suhsequent creation is ordained by the I^ord. 

11^^ II 

Is reasonable ^ and ^ and is 

seen iq also. 

36. And (that the world is without a 
heginning) is reasonable and is also seen 
(from the scriptures). 

Reascaa tells ns that creation must he without 
a beginning. For if the world did not exist in a 
potential state in the form of Samskaras (impres- 
sions), then an al^olutely non-existing thing 
would be produced at creation. In that case even 
liberated souls might be reborn. Moreover 
people would be enjoying or suffering without 
having done anything to deserve- it — an instance 
of an effect without a cause, which is absurd. It 
cannot be attributed to primeval ignorance, which; 
being one, requires the diversity of individual 
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past work to produce varied results. Tlie 
scriptures also posit tlie existence of tlie world in 
former cycles in texts like “The Lord devised tlie 
sun and moon as before” (Eig-Veda 10. 190. 3). 

So partiality and cruelty cannot be imputed 
to the Lord. 

Topic 13: Brahman endowed vnth all attrihufes 
necessary for creation. 

: From the possibility of all attri- 
butes and. 

37. And because all attributes (re- 
quired for the creation of the world) are 
possible (only in Brahman, It is the cause of 
the world).’ 

This Sutra answers the objection that because 
Brahman is attributeless It cannot be the material 
cause of the world. 

Objection: Material cause is that which 
undergoes modification as the efiect. Such a 
cause is generally seen to possess attributes in the 
world. Therefore an attributeless Brahman can- 
not be the material cause of the world, as it goes 
counter to our everyday experience. 

, Answer: Though the material cause under- 
goes, change to produce the effect, yet this can 
take place in two ways. An actual modification, 
ns when milk turns into curds,, or an apparent 
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iiiodiiicatioii due to ig-uorance, as when a rope is 
Aakeji for a snake. Therefore though in the attri- 
bnteless Brahman an actual change is iinpossihle, 
yet an apparent modification is possible owing to 
Its power of Maya. Because of this power all the 
attributes required in the (lause for such a creation 
•are possible only in Brahman. Therefore 
Brahjuan is the material cause of this world, not 
through actual modification, but through apparent 
modification, and It is also the efidcient cause of 
the world. Therefore the fact that Brahman is 
the cause of the world is established. 


CHAPTER IT 


vSUCTlON II « 

In the last section all arguments against 
Brahman being the First Cause have been- 
answered. In this vsection all the doctrines of the- 
other schools are tahen up for refutation through 
reasoning alone Avithout reference to the authority 
of the Vedas 

In the last Sutra it has been shown that 
Brahman ])ossesses all the attributes, though 
througli Maya, for equi])ping It to be the First 
Cause of the universe. Noaa^ the question is tahen 
up whether the Sankbyan Pradhana can satisfy alt 
those conditions. ^ 

Topic 1: Refutation of the Sanliliyan theory of 
< the Pradhana as the First Cause. 

^ II 

Beciiuse of the impossibility of design 
=51 and «I not which is inferred. 

1. And that which is inferred {vi'z.^ 
the PradhA-na of the S^nkhyas can) not (be 
the First Oanse) because (in that case it is) 
not possible (to account for the) design 
(found in the creation). 
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In tile preceding portion tke Sankliyan 
doctrine lias been refuted bere and there on scrip- 
tural authority. Sutras 1-10 refute it through 
reasoning independent of the Tedanta texts. 

The inert Pradhana does not, possess the 
intelligence that is required for creating such a 
diverse and well-designed world as this, and so it 
cannot be the First Cause. 

51^! Of a tendency ^ and. 

2. And on account of (the impossibility 
of such) a tendency (to create). 

Even granting that such a creation is pos- 
sible for the Pradhana, still there are other 
objections. 

Inert Pradhana cannot again be credited with 
the desire or tendency to create. Clay by itself is 
never seen to create a pot without the agency of 
an intelligent being. 8o the inert Pradhana can- 
not be the cause, for in that case the activity 
necessary for the production of the world .would 
t be impossible There must be some ruling intelli- 
gence for that purpose. 

tWtSJ^^Like milk and water %?lif it be said SfsT 
there even. 

3. If it be said (that the Pradhaua 
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spontaneously undergoes modification) like 
(the flowing of) milk and water, (we say 
that) even there (it is due to intelligence). 

The Sankhyas try to get over the difFicnlty by 
saying that even as water flows in rivers sponta- 
neously or milk from the udder to the calf, so also 
the inert Pradhana may become active of its own 
accord and undergo modification into intellect, 
Ahaiikara, etc. without the agency of any intelli- 
gence. The latter part of the Sutra refutes this 


and says that even the flowing of water and milk 
is directed by the Supreme Lord. The scriptures 
also say: “Under the mighty rule of this Im-* 
mutable, 0 Gargi, some rivers flow to the east” 
etc, (Brih. 3. 8. 9); “He who inhabits water, but 
is within it, . . . who controls water from within” 
(Brih. 3. 7. 4). The Lord is behind everything 
directing the material world. 


There being no extraneous agency 
besides it ^ and because it is not 

dependent. 

4. And because (the Pradhana) is not 
dependent (on anything), there being no 
extraneous agency besides it, (its activity 
and non-activity cannot be explained). 

The Pradhana of the SS,nkhyas being inert, it 
cannot of itself sthri H;0 be active, or when once set 
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in motioii, cease to be active oi itseli. oo in tne 
absence of an intelligent guiding principle it is 
impossible for tbe Sankbyas to explain creation 
and dissolution at tbe beginning and end of a 
nycle, wbicb they admit. Tbe only other prin- 
ciple besides tbe Pradbana that they admit is tbe 
Purusba or soul, but according to them it is not 
an agent, for it is indifierent. All other principles 
•which they admit including even Karma are but 
products of tbe Pradbana and as such cannot have 
any determining effect on it. Hence their position 
launches them into a contradiction. 

^ ii 'ah 

Elsewhere because ot its absence ^ 

■and ff not g'JTt^^l^even as grass etc. 

5. And (it can) not (be said that the 
Pradhana undergoes modification sponta- 
neously) even as grass etc. (turn into 
milk) ; because of its absence elsewhere (than 
in the female mammals). 

ISTor is tbe spontaneous modification of tbe 
Pradbana possible. If you cite grass as an 
instance, we say it is not changed into^ milk 
spontaneously but only when eaten by female 
mammals. Otherwise it would be converted into 
milk independently of them. Since the analogy 
itself does not stand, we cannot accept the 
Pradbana’s undergoing modification of itself. 
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3i*+g4^l*i Accepting even 3TsifjM^ because of 

the absence of any purpose. 

6. Even accepting (the Sankhyan posi- 
tion with regard to the spontaneous modifi- 
cation of the Pradhana, it cannot be the 
First Cause) because of the absence of any 
purpose. 

Granting' the spontaneity of the Pradhana, it 
■will lead to a contradiction in their philosophy. 
If tlie Pradhana is active spontaneously, then this 
activity cannot have any purpose, which would 
contradict the Sanhhyan view that the modifica- 
tion of the Pradhana is for the experience and 
Liberation of the soul. Moreover, the soul being- 
perfect, it is already free and nothing can bo 
added to or taken away from it. Hence the Pra- 
dhana cannot be the First Cause. 

11 Vi 11 

!g?5®l-3l^R'-^ Even as a person or a magnet ^ 
if it be said cPinfq even then. 

7. If it be said (tjiat the Purusha can 
direct the Pradhana) even as a (crippled) 
person (can direct a blind man), or a magnet 
(the iron filings), even then (the difficulty 
cannot be surmounted). 

The Saukhyas hold that though the Purusha 


2.2.8J 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


205 . 

is itself inactive yet it can direct th.e Pradliana;; 
the Sutra refutes it. ' A.c-cording to the Sankhyas,, 
the Pradhaiia is independent, and so it is not in 
keeping with this to say that it depends on the- 
nearness of the Purusha for its activity, even as- 
the iron filings depend on the magnet for their 
motion. Moreover, the Purusha being always 
near the Pradhana, there would be permanency of 
creation. Again, the case of the lame and the- 
blind is not an apt example, for the lame man 
can give directions to the blind one and direct 
him r but since the Purusha is altogether indiffer- 
ent, according to the Sankhyas, it cannot do that 
with respect to the Pradhana. In Vedanta- 
though Brahman is indilYerent, yet through Maya 
It is endow’-ed with attributes and activity; so It 
becomes the Creator. Again the Purusha and the- 
Pradhana are altogether separate and indepen- 
dent; the one is intelligent and indifferent, the- 
other inert and independent, blow if these tw’^o are 
to be connected, a third principle will he required, 
-and since no such principle is recognized in the‘ 
Sankhya philosophy, their connection is impos- 
sible. 

ti ii 

Owing to the impossibility of the 
relation of principal (and subordinate) =^1 and. 

8. And because the .relation of' 
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principal (and subordinate) is impossible 
(among the gunas, the Pradh9,na cannot be 
active). 

The Pradhana, according to the Sankhyas, 
vconsists of the three Gnnas (constituents), Sattva, 
Kajas, and Tamas, which are independent of each 
othei and in a state of equilibrinm before creation. 
Creation begins when this equilibrinm is npset 
and one Guna becomes more predominant than 
the other two. Equilibrinm cannot be npset 
without any external force, nor can the Gnnas, 
which, are absolutely independent in the state of 
Pradhana, take of themselves a subsidiary posi- 
tion to another Guna without losing their inde- 
pendence. Hence creation would be impossible. 

5' u S ii 

Otherwise if it be inferred ^ even 

owing to the absence of the power of 

' intelligence. 

9. Even if it. be inferred othervdse* 
owing to the absence of the power of intelli- 
gence (the other objections to the Pradhana 
being the First Cause remain). 

If it be inferred from the effects that the 
cause, the Pradh§.na, consists of Gunas which are 
not absolutely independent, but contain some 
characteristics inherent in them, like unstahility, 
owing to which they themselves enter into a state 
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of inequality even while they are in a state of 
equilihrinm, then also because of the want of 
intelligence the objections founded on design in 
the world and that it would lead to continuoiis 
creation, stand against accepting the Pradhana as- 
the First Cause. Vide Sutras 1 and 4. 


Because of contradictions ^ also 

inconsistent. 

10. Also because of contradictions (the 
S^nkhyan theory) is inconsistent. 

There are various contradictions in the San- 
khya philosophy, as, for example, sometimes the 
senses are said to be eleven and' again they are 
said to be seven, again the Tanmatras are said to 
be produced from Mahat in one place and in 
another place from Abankara (Ego), and so on. 
Its differences with Sruti and Smriti are well- 
known, Hence the doctrine of the Pradhana of 
the Sankhyas cannot be accepted. , 

Topic 2: Refutation of the objection from 
the Vaiseshiha standpoint against Brahman 
being the First Cause. 


as the ^eat and long ^ or . 
from the short and the infinitesimal. , 
11. (The world may originate from 
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Brahman) even as the great and long (triad 
etc.) originate from the short (and the 
minnte dyad) or (this kind of dyad) from the 
infinitesimal (atom). 

The Sankhyas having been refuted the Yaise- 
shika philosophy is taken up in sutras 11-17 and 
■refuted. First, the plausible objection against 
Brabman being the First Cause is answered from 
’the standpoint of the Vaiseshikas in vSutra 11. 
Acc.ording to them the qualities of the cause pro- 
duce similar qualities in the effects, even as the 
whiteness of the threads produce that of the cloth 
woven out of them. So if the world is created 
from Brahman, the quality of intelligence should 
abide in the world also; but as a matter of fact it 
doe.s not. So Brahman cannot he the canse of the 
world. This argument is refuted on the ground 
that the same objection applies to the Yaiseshika 
wiew of creation also; hence it is no special ohjec- 
"tion against Yedanta. According to them the ulti- 
■niate condition of the world is atomic, and all 
things in this world are but aggregates of the 
different kinds of atoms. The atoms are eternal 
and the ultimate cause of the world. In the state 
‘of dissolution the world exists in the atomic state. 
At the time of creation the atoms of air are set in 
motion by Adrishta, the unseen principle, and 
two atoms combine to form a dyad. Again, three 
dyads combine to form a triad and four dyads 
form, a tetrad, and in tibis way gross air is created. 
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Similarly, tlie other elements are created from 
their respective atoms and dyads. An atom, 
.according' to this philosophy, is infinitesim'al, a 
dyad is minnte and short, and compounds from 
the triad upwards are great and long, l^ow, ih 
two atoms Avhich arc spherical, produce a dyad 
which is minute \nd short, but in which the 
•sphericity of the atom is not reproduced, or if 
four dyads, wliich are short and minute, produce 
a tetrad, which is great and long, but the minute- 
ness and shortness of the dyad are not handed 
down, it is clear that all the qualities of the cause 
are not reproduced in the effect. So there can be 
no objectio7i to an intelligent Brahman being the 
•caUvSe of the world, which is not intelligent. 
Brahman, which is Knowledge and Bliss, can pro- 
duce a world which is inert and full of misery. 

Topic o: Refufation of the- atomic iheorp 
of the Vaiseshilias. 

Having ansAvered the objeclrju against the 
Tedantic view, the author of the Sutras now pro- 
ceeds to refute the Vaiseshiha philosophy, 

n ii 

In either case ST is not ^ activity 
therefore negation of that. 

12. In either case {viz.^ the Adrishta, 
the Tjnseeii principle, inhering either in the 
atoms or in the sonl) the activity (of the 
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atoms) is not (jwssible); therefore the nega- 
tion of that (mz. of creation through the 
combination of atoms). 

If the world is created by the combination of. 
titoms, the question is, wb.at causes this combina- 
tion? If it is a seen cause, it is not possible before 
the creation of the body. A seen cause can either 
be an endeavour, or an impact, or the like. Unless 
there is the connection of the soul with the mind, 
there can he no endeavour on the part of the so\il, 
according to the Vaiseshika assumption. And 
since before creation there is no body and there- 
fore no mind, endeavour cannot take place. 
Similarly with imimct etc. If the cause is 
Adrishta (the unseen principle), does it inhere in 
the soul or in the atoms? In either case, it cannot 
he the cause of the first motion of the atoms; for 
this Adrishta is non-intelligent and so cannot act 
hy itself. If it is inherent in the soul,* the soul 
being’ then inert, there is no intelligence to guide 
this Adrishta. If it is inherent in the atoms, it 
being always present, a state of dissolution would 
be impossible, for the atojns will he always active. 
Again, the soul is without parts like the atoms, 
and vso there is no possibility of any connection 
between the soul and the atoms. Consequently, 
if the Adrishta inheres in the soul, it cannot 
iiifliience . the motion of the atoms not connected 
with the soul. So ;m all cases original activity in 
the atoms is not possible, and in the absence of 
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tliat tliere can be no combination of atoms, as the 
A^iisosbikas say. Consequently, tbe tbeory . tliat 
tlie world is created by the combination of atoms 
is untenable. 

being admitted also 
equality of reasoning regressus in 

infimtuni would result. 

is. (The VaisesMka theory is unten- 
able) also (because it involves) a regressus vn 
infmitum on similar reasoning, since it ac- 
cepts Samavaya. 

Sainavaya or inseparable inherence is one of 
the seven categories of the Vaiseshikas. They say 
it is this that connects the dyac! with its consti- 
tuents, the two atoms, since the dyad and the 
atoms, are of different qualities. In that case' 
Samayaya (inherence) itself also being* different 
from, these; dyads and atoms, which it connects,, 
another Samavaya will be required to connect it 
with these, and that in its turn will require* 
another Samavaya to connect it with the first 
Samavaj^a and so on without an end. Hence the 
argument would be defective, and cpnsequently 
the afQmic doctrine, whieh admits Samavaya for 
combination, is inadmissible. 

i v i II 11 

Parmancntly ^ and because, exist- 
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14. And because of the permanent 
existence (of the tendency to act or otherwise 
of the atoms, the atomic theory is inadmissi- 
ble). 

The atomic theory involves another difficulty. 
If the atoms are by nature active, then creation 
would be permanent, for dissolution would' mean 
•a change in the nature of the atoms, which is 
impossible. If on the other hand, they are by 
nature inactive, then dissolution would be perma- 
nent, and there will be no creation for the same 
reason. Their nature cannot be both activity and 
inactivity, they being contradictory. If they are 
neither, their activity and inactivity would 
'depend on an efficient cause, like Adrishta, which 
being always connected with the atoms, they will 
talways he active, and creation would he perma- 
nent. If on the other hand, there is no efficient 
■cause, there will be no activity of the atoms and 
hence no creation. Consequently the atomic 
"theory is again inadmissible. 

II II 

On account of possessing colour etc. 
and the opposite because it is seen. 

15. And on account of (the atoms) 
"possessing colour etc., the opposite (of what 
the Vaiseshikas hold would be true), because 
it is seen. 
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The atoms are said to have colour etc., for 
tulierwise the efi'ects will not possess these quali- 
ties, since it is the qualities ol' the cause that are 
found in the ehects. In that case the atoms would 
cease to be atoanic and permanent. For whatever 
possesses colour etc. is found to be gross, not 
minute, and impermanent as compared with its 
cause. So the atoms also, which have colour etc., 
must be gross and imiiermanent, and this contra- 
diicts the Yaisesluka, tenet that they are minute 
and permanent. So the atoms cannot be the ulti- 
mate cause of the world. 


II II 

ill cither case ^ and because of 

defects. 

16 . And because of defects in either 
case (the atomic tlieory is untenable). 

The four gross elements earth, water, fire, and 
air are produced from atoms. Now these elements 
are different as regards qualities. Earth, foi- 
example, has ihe qualities of touch, taste, smell, 
and colour, while water has only three of these, 
hre only two,- and air one. If we suppose that 
their respective atoms also possess the same num- 
ber of qualities as they, then while an atom of air 
has one quality, an atom of earth will have four 
quaiities. Possessing four qualities it will be 
bigger in size, for our experi.eM>ce says that an 
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incvt'UKt* of qualities cannot take place without an 
increase of size, and consequently it wou-Id. cease to 
be atomic. If, on the other hand', we take them 
all to possess the same number of qualities, then 
there cannot be any difference in the qualities of 
the products, the elements, according to the prin- 
ciple that the qualities of the cause are reproduced 
in its effects. In either case, the Vai'seshika doc- 
trine is defective and therefore inadmissible. 



.Because it is not accepted ‘'51 and 
completely to be rejected. 

17. And because (tbe atomic theory) 
is not accepted (by any authoritative , persons- 
like Mann and others) it is to be completely 
rejected. 

Topic 4: Hefutaiion of the Bauddlia Realists.. 

531^ II U U 

aggregate having for it.s cause 

the two even it ydll not take place. 

18. Even if the (two kinds of) aggre- 
gates proceed from their two causes, there 
would result the non-formation (of the two 
aggregates). 

’ ■ This Sutra begins the refutation of the* 
Bouddha school. There are three principal schools 
of Buddhism,, miz.. thae; R'ealists,. wlio' accept the- 
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reality of both the outside and the inside world, 
consisting* resjjeetively of external things and 
thought; the Idealists, who maintain that thought 
alone is real; and the Nihilists, who maintain that 
.everything' is void and unreal. But all of them 
.agree that everything* i.s momentary — nothing lasts 
beyond a moment. 

The Realists among* the Bauddhas recognize 
two aggregates, the external niaterial world and 
the internal mental world — ^both together making 
up the uuiverse. The external world is made up 
of the 'aggregation of atoms. These atoms *are of 
four kinds — atoms of earth, which are hard; 
n.toms of water, which are viscid; atoms of fire, 
which are hot; and atoms of air, which are mohiie. 
C)f the internal world, the five Skandhas (groups) 
are the cause. They are — .Rupa Skandha, com- 
prising* the senses and their objects; the Yijnana 
.^Skandha, comprising the series of self -cognitions 
which, give rise to tlie notion of T’ ; the Yedana 
Skandha, comprising* pleasure, pain, etc.; the, 
Sainina Skandha, comprising the cognition of 
things by names, as, he is a man ; and the Sams- 
kai*a Skandha, comprising attachment and aver- 
•sion, Dharma (merit), Adharina (demerit), etc. 
By the aggregation of these Skandhas the internal 
aggregate or the mental world is produced.' These 
are ihe two internal and- external aggregates 
referred to in the Sutr*as. Sutras 18-27 refute the 
Realists’ view, ' * _ _ 
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question now arises, how are these aggre- 
gates formed? Is there an intelligent principle 
behind as the cause, the guide, of the aggrega- 
tion, or does it take place spontaneously? If 
there is an intelligent principle, is it stationary or 
momentary? If it is stationary, the Buddhistic 
doctrine of in omenta riness is contradicted. If it 
is momentary, then we cannot say that it comes 
into existence first and then unites the atoms, for 
that would mean that the cause lasts for more than 
one moment. Again, if there is no intelligent 
princi])le as guide, how can the non-intelligent 
fitoins and the Skandhas aggregate in a systematic 
way? Moreover, the activity w^ould be eternal,, 
and there would be no destruction or Pralaya. 
For all these reasons the formation of aggregates- 
cannot be accounted for. and in tlieir absence 
there cannot exist the -stream of mundane exist- 
ence. Consequently, the doctrine of this school of 
Bnufldhas in untenable, 

* II n II 

Because of successive causality 
if it be said no because they 

are merely the efficient cause of the origin. 

19. If it be said (that the formation 
of aggregates is possible) because of the 
successive causality (of Nescience etc. in 
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the Bauddha series), (we say), no, because 
they are merely the efficient cause of the 
origin (of the immediately subsequent thing 
in the series, and not of the aggregation). 

The series is as follows: Nescience, SamsMra 
(attachment, aversion, etc.), Tijnana (self- 
conscionsness), name (earth, water, etc.), colour 
(the rudimentary ingredients of the body), abode 
of the six {i.e. the body and the senses), contact,, 
experience of pleasure etc., desire, movement^, 
merit and demerit, etc. In this series the imme- 
diately preceding item is the cause of the next,, 
and so we can explain the mundane existence 
without any combining principle, as demanded in 
the previous Sutra. These constitute an uninter- 
rupted chain of cause and effect, revolving un- 
ceasingly, and this cannot take place without 
aggregates. So aggregates are a reality. 

The Sutra refutes it by saying that though in 
the series the preceding one is the cause of the 
subsequent one, there is nothing which can be the 
cause of the whole aggregate. That the atoms 
cannot combine of themselves even when they are 
assumed to be permanent and eternal, has been 
shown in refuting the VaiSeshikas. Much more is 
their combination by themselves impossible when 
they are momentary, as the Buddhists hold. 
Again, the individual soul, for whose enjoyment 
etc. this aggregate of body etc. exists, is also- 
momentary and cannot therefore be an enjoyer; 
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aiid whose again is liiberatioii, since the indiyiduai 
soul is momentary? So the series, though it 
stands in a relation of successive causality, cau- 
aiot be the cause of the aggregates, and there 
being no permanent enjoyerj there is neither any 
need of these aggregates. 8o the Bauddha doc- 
trine of inomentariness is untenable. 

The J^utra can also be explained as follows : 
The Bauddhas say, if we hold that the atoms 
stand in a relation of causality, then no combin- 
ing principle of the atoms would be necessary; in 
that case they w'ould join of themselves. The 
latter part of the Sutra refutes this saying that 
the causality will explain only the production of 
the atoms of the pot of a subsequent moment by 
the atoms of the pot of a x.)revious moment, but 
will not explain the combination of the atoms 
into an aggregate, which can take place only if 
there is an intelligent agent behind, for otherwise 
the c.ombination of inert and momentary atoms 
cannot be explained. 

^ II Ro II 

At the time of the production oC the 
subsequent thing ^ and because the ante- 
. -cedent oae has Ceased to exist. 

'20. Atid because at the time of the 
production of the subsequent thing (even in 
the series of successive causality) the 
antecedent thing has already ceased to exist, 
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(it cannot be the cause of the subsequent 
thing). 

The Sutra uow refutes that eveu tlie succes- 
sive causality spoken of the series Nescience, 
:San'.skaras, etc. is untenable. Since everything 
is momentary, the antecedent thing would already 
have ceavsed to exist at the next moment,, when "* 
the subsequent thing is created ; so it cannot be 
the caxise of the other. The clay that exists at 
•.the time the pot is created, is alone the cause of 
the pot, and not that which existed before and has 
'Ceased to exist then. If it be still maintained to 
be the cause, then we have to accept that exist- 
•ence comes out of nou-existence, which is impos- 
sible. Again the acceptance of the doctrine of 
imomcntariness would go against the principle 
.that the effect is the cause in a new form. This 
principle shows that the cause exists in the effect, 
which means that it is not momentary. Again on 
account of the monientarineas of things ‘origina- 
tion" and ‘destruction’ will be synonymous, for if 
we say there is difference between the two, then 
we shall be forced to say that the thing lasts at 
least for more than one moment, and consequently 
vre shall have to abandon the doctrine of 
anoraentariuess, ^ 

If non-existence (of cause) be assumed Sll^- . 
contradiction of the proposition. 3FW other- 
. wise simultaneity. ; 
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21. If non-existence (of cause) be as- 
suniod, (the effects being produced in spite 
of it) (there will result) contradiction of 
their (Bauddhas’) proposition. Otherwise 
(there would result) simultaneity (of cause 
and effect). 

If, to avoid the dillieiilty shown in the pre- 
vious Sutra, the Bauddhas say that effects are 
]U’Ofluf*ed without a cause, then they would contra- 
dict their own proposition that every effect has a 
cause. Tf on the other hand a cause be asvsumed, 
then we have to a(‘cept that the cause and effect 
exist siinultaueotisly at the next moment, i.e., 
the cause lasts for more than one moment, as 
already shown in the last Sutra, which would 
falsity the doctrine of momentariness, 

JllcRiW ( )- 3 l 5 l%d? 52 nf^t^- 3 ? 5 nfFr: Conscious de* 
structioii and imconscdoua destruction would Ibc' 
impossible owing: to non-interruption. 

22. Conscious and unconscious de- 
struction would be impossible owing to non- 
interruption. 

The Bauddhas maintain that universal des- 
truction is ever going*, on, and that this destruc- 
tion is of hvo hinds, conscious and unconscious. 
The former depends upon an act of thought, as 
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wlien a jar is broken by a inan witli a stick,, 
while the latter is the natural decay of things.. 
The Sutra says that- either kind of destruction 
would be impossible, for it must refer either to 
the series of momentary existences or to the single- 
members of that series. The series is continuous - 
and can neyer be stopped. Why? Because the- 
last momentary existence before such d'estructio-u 
must be assumed either to produce its effect or 
not to prod\ice it. If it does, then the series 
would continue and will not be destroyed’. If it- 
does not produce the efect, the last momentary 
existence ceases to be a fact at all, for according, 
to the Bauddhas existence (vSattS) means causal 
efficiency. Again the non-existence of the last 
momentary existence would lead backward to the 
non-existence of the prexious momentary existence 
and so on of . the whole series. 

Again these two kinds of destruction cannot 
be found in the individual members of the series- 
also. Bor owing to the momentary existence of 
each member -no conscious destruction of it is 
possible. Neither can it be unconscious destruc- 
tion, since the individual member is not altogether 
destroyed; for when a pot is defstroyed we find the 
existence of the clay in the sherds. Even in' 
those cases where it seeiris to vanish, as when a 
drop, of water disappears on account of heat, we 
can unfer that it continues to exist in some other 
form, viz. ns steam. 
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II II 

In either case ^ and because of obje(i- 

tions. 

23. And in either case {i.e. whether 
Nescience with, its offshoots meets with con- 
scious or unconscious destruction resulting 
in final release) because of the objections 
(that arise, the Bauddha position is un- 
tenable). 

Nescience., according to the Banddhas, is the 
false idea of permanency in things momentary. 
They say that on the destruction of it Moksha or 
Treed oin is attained. Now this destruction of 
Nescience must be one of the two kinds referred 
to in the last Sutra. If it is a conscious destruc- 
tion. defiiendiiig on the effort of the individual — 
his penance and knowledge, then this would go 
counter to the Buddhivstic doctrine of momen- 
tariness, aceording to which Nescience will also be 
•momentary and cease to exist after a moment of 
its own accord. And if we say that the destruc- 
tion of ignorance is spontaneons, then the Bud- 
dhist instruction as to the ‘path’ is useless. So 
in either case the Bauddha position is untenable. 

n II 

In the case of Ak^sa (space) also 
there being no difference. 
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24. The case of Afeasa also not beiog, 
different (from the twofold destruction, it 
also cannot be a non-entity).. 

According to tlie Bauddlias, besides tlie two- 
fold destruction Akasa or space is a third non- 
eutity. It means the absence in general of any 
covering 6r occupying body. It has been shown 
in Sutras 22-23 that the two kinds of destruction 
are not absolutely devoid of positive characteris- 
tics and so cannot be non-entities. The case of 
Akasa is also similar. Just as earth,' air, etc.,, 
are recognized to be entities in consequence of 
their being the suhstratnni of properties like 
smell et(\, similarly Akasa also on account of its 
being the substratum of sound ought to be recog- 
nized as an entity. Earth etc. are experienced 
through their attributes, and’ the existence of 
Akasa also, is experienced through its attribute,, 
sound; Consequently it also must be an entity. 

II II 

On account of memory and. 

25. And on account of memory (the 
permanency of the experiencer has to be 
recognized). 

A further refutation of the momentariness of 
things' is given here. If everything is momen- 
tary i, the experiencer or enjoyer of something must, 
also be momentary. But that the enjoyer is not 
momenta.ry and abides longer' is realized from the- 
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i'iU'i that j)eqjjl^ huve 'tjhe inemory ot past exi^en- 
ence.s. Memory is ])ossible only in a person has 
I))‘(‘viou.sly experienctMl it, lor what is experieneed 
by one man is not reineinberecl by another. So the 
ag'ent of the expeidence and the remembrance 
being the samej he is connected with at least two 
moments — ^whieh relntes the doctrine of moinen- 
tariness. 


sr^c^TrlJl II 

sr Not from non-('xistenee because 

this is not seen. 

26 . (Existence does) not (result) from 
noi) -existence, because this is not seen. 

The Bauddhas say that from anything that is 
eternal and non-changing- no effects can be pro- 
duced; for that which does not change cannot give 
rise to effects. So they say that the cause under- 
goes destruction before the effect is produced. 
The seed undergoes destructionj and then the 
sprout comes out. In other words, existence 
springs from non-existence. The Sutra refutes 
this by saying that if it were so, then the assunij)- 
tion of special causes would be meaningless. Any- 
thing might spring from anything; for non-entity 
is the same in all cases. There is no difference 
between the non-entity of a mango stone and that 
of arj apide seed. , Consequently we could expect 
-an apple tree to come out of a mango stone. If 
tbeve are disdinctious between non-existences, with 
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llie result that the uon-eiiistence of a niaugo stone 
fliffers from that of an apple seed, and therefore 
they produce certain definite results, then they 
will no longer be non-entities, but something 

positive. 

Of the effortless even ^ and 
thus attainment of the goal. 

27. And thus (if existence should 

spring from non-existence, there would 

result) the attainment of the goal even by 
the effortless. 

Mere inactivity would result in the fulfilment 
of all end.s, for there would no longer be the neces- 
sity of the cause, activity. Even final Ereedoiu 
Would result without any effort. 

Topic 5: Refutation of the Ba^uddha Idealists, 

?rRTR:, {\ Rc ii 

Is not non-existence on account 

■of their being experienced, 

28. Non-existence (of things external) 
is not (true), on account of their being ex- 
perienced. 

From this Sutra begins the refutation of the 
Idealists among the Bauddhas, according to whom 
only ideas exist and nothing else. ■; 

According to them , the external world is 
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iH)n-t*xi.stenl. Doejs it mean tliat llie objec'iive worbl 
is absolutely non-existent like the horns of a hare, 
or does it mean that it is unreal even as the world 
seen in u dream is iim-eal? The 8iitra refutes the 
former view. In that case we could not have 
experienced it. 'I’lie external world is an object of 
exi)erien.ce through the senses, and cannot there- 
fore he altog'ether nivn-existent like the horns of tt, 
hare. The Buddhist may say that he does not 
affirm that he is conscious of no object, but only 
that what is seen in his (.onsciousness alone shines 
as something external. But then the very nature 
of consciousness itself j:)roves the existence of ex- 
ternal things different from consciousness, for men; 
are (jonscioiis of things or objects of perception,, 
and nobody is conscions of his perception merely. 
The very fact that the Bauddhas say that the- 
internal cognition appears ‘as something external’ 
shows that the external world is real. If it were 
not real, the comparison Tike something external' 
would be meaningless. No one says that Deva- 
datta is like the son of a barren woman. 

t ii ii 

Owing to the difference of nature ^ and 

JT is not like dreams etc. 

29. And owing to the difference of 
nature (in consciousness between the wak- 
ing and the dream state, the experience ()f 
the waking state) is not like dreams etc. 
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•T Is not existence 3T^Mc4<s^r because (cxif'rnfil: 
thinp:s) arc not experienced. 
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30. The existence (of Samskaras) is 
not (possible according to the Bauddnas), 
because (external things) are not experi- 
-enced. 

The Bauddhas say that though external things 
do .not exist, yet the actual variety of notions like 
;Pot, cloth, etc. can he accounted for hy the pre- 
f.eding Samskaras or mental impressions left hy 
pre\ious experience, even as the impressions of the 
waking state give rise to the variety of experience 
in xhe dream state. This view is not tenahle, 
says the Sutra, for mental impressions are impos- 
sible Avithout the perception of external objects, 
land this the Bauddhas deny. The assuniption of 
;ii beginningless series of mental impressions as 
'Cause and effect would only lead to a regressus in 
inflnitvnn, and not solve, the difficulty. 

ti II 

On account of the momentariness ^ and* 

31. And on account of the moment- 
ariness (of the ego-consciousness it cannot 
be the abode of the Samskaras). 

The mental impressions must have an abode. 
Without that they cannot exist. But the doctrine 
“.of momimtariness denies permanency to everything. 
Even the Alayavijnana or ego-consciousness, is 
momentary and cannot be that abode. Unless 
there is a permanent ..principle connecting the past, 
present, and future, there cannot be remembrance 
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or reco^'iiitiun oi; nil experience orig'inating' at a 
purticiilar time nml place. Tf tlie Alayavijiiaiia 
is said to be something' periiianent, tben that 
nvoiild go (polluter to the doctrine of inomentariness. 

II II 

111 every way being illogical ^ and. 

32. And (as the Bauddha system is) 
illogical in every way (it cannot be accepted). 

This Sntra can also be interpreted as refuting 
•.the ilsihilists: The translation would then be; 
•And (as yTihilism) is illogical etc. 

Aihilisin of the Jlauddhas g‘oe»s counter to 
■ €r\'erything. It goes against the vSrnti, the Smriti, 
perception, inference, and every other means of 
right knowledge and 'so has to be entirely disre- 
.garded by those wdio are mindful of their welfare. 

'/opir 0: R('f Illation of the Jainns. 

11 11 

ff Not V(,'s|>lw»JLiu one on account of the 

impossibility. 

33. On account of the impossibility (of 
contrary attributes) in one and the same 
.thing (the Jaina doctrine is) not (true). 

After the refutation of the Baud dims the 
•Jaina doctrine is taken up for discussion and refu- 
dation. The Jainas acknowledge seven categories, 
which can be mainly divided into two group-:, ij,,j 
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soul aixl tJie noii»soiil. Again they predicate- 
seven dift'erent viev^s as regards the reality of 
everything. Everything according to them may 
be real, unreal, both real and unreal, different 
from real and unreal, indescribable, and so on. 
ISTow this view about things cannot be accepted,, 
as it is absurd to thiuh of tbe same thing as en- 
dowed with, these contradictory attributes of 
reality, unreality, etc. According to the Jaina' 
doctrine we cannot arrive at any certain know- 
ledge. tuid this world, heaven, and even Ereedoiiii 
■u'ill bec'ome doubtful. According to Tedaiitie view, 
however, the world is Anirvachaniya, unspeakable,., 
and so fit for all relative purposes. 

In the same way and uoiir* 

universality of the soul, 

34, And in the same way (there wouhi’ 
arise) the non-universality of the soul. 

The Jainas say that the soul is of the size of 
the body. If so, it would be limited and with 
parts; therefore it cannot be eternal. Another 
difficulty would be that the soul of an ant taking" 
an elephant body as a result of its past work will 
not be able to fill up that body; and conversely, 
the soul of an elephant will not have sufficient 
space in an ant body. The same difficulty arises 
with respect to the different stages like childhood, 
youth, old age, etc. in a single individual. 
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Nor in torn 3jRf even 

teiicy on account of change etc« 

35. ISfor (can) consistency (be gained) 
»e.vcn (if the sonl is assumed to take on and 
<lisca.rd parts) in turn (to suit different 
bodies), on account of the change etc. (of 
the soul in that case). 

To get over the difficulty shown in the previ- 
ous Sutra about the soul being of the size of the 
body it assumes, if it be regarded as having parts 
•and alternately adding to atid taking aAvay from 
them, then another defect, vie., the soul under- 
going modification and consequently being non- 
■eternal, w'onld arise. If it is non-eternal and ever- 
vhanging, bondage and Liberation <*annot be pre- 
dicated of it. 

Because of the permanency (of the 
•size) at the end 'ST and there follows the 

permanency of the two there is no dilference. 

36. And because of the permanency 
(of the size of the sonl) at the end (i.e. on 
release) there follows the permanency of the 
two (preceding sizes, mz., those at the be- 
ginning and middle), (hence) there is no 
difference (as to the size of the soul at any 
time). 
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Tile size of tlie soul at the time of release, the 
Jainas hold, is perrnaueut. Now if this size is 
permanent, it cannot have heen created, for no- 
thing created' iwS eternal and permanent. If it is- 
not created, it must have existed in the hegiiming 
and middle as well. In. other words tlie size of 
the snnl was always the same, he it minute or 
great. • Hence the .Taina theory that it varies ac- 
cording to the size of the body is untenable. 


II II 

qcg^'The Lord’s on account of incon- 

sistency. 

37. The Lord’s (being merely the effici- 
ent cause of the world cannot hold good) on- 
account of the inconsistency (of that doctrine) i 
The I’^edaiita says that the Lord is both tlie 
efficient and the material cause of tlie world. Tlie 
Naiyayihas, ATiiseshikas, Yogins, arid' Maheshwaras 
say that the Tiord is the efficient cause only, and tlie- 
material cause is either the atoms according to the- 
Naiyayikas and Yaiseshikas, or the Pradhana- 
according to the Togins and others. He is the ruler 
of the Pradhana and the sonis, which are different 
from Him. Such a view leads to inconsistency. How? 
Because it makes the Lord partial to some and pre- 
jiulioed again.st others, for som;e- people are well ofiV 
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in. this world,! white others are miserable. The 
opponejits here may say: How does the Yedantm 
o>et out of the difficulty? He replies; -The Lord is 
impartial, but He directs the indiyidnals accordinp:- 
to their merit and demerit earned in previous exist- 
ences. (vSee Sutras 2. 1. 34-35). Eor the scriptures, 
say so, and if you accept scriptural authority in 
this, you will have to accept its statement, “T will 
be many” etc. (Taitt., 2. 6), which shows that the 
Lord is both the efficient and' the material cause. 

II II 

Because relation is not possible 

and. 

38 . And because relation (betweeii; the 
Lord and the Pradhana or the souls) isAiot 
possible. 

A-^ the I.ord is devoid of parts, and so also the- 
Pradhana and the souls, there can be no coniunc- 
tion between the Lord and them, and conse(iuently 
they cannot be ruled, by Him. Neither can. the* 
relation be one of inherence, which subsists between 
entities inseparably connected as whole and part, 
substance and attributes, etc. This difficrdty dries 
not arise in the case of the Yedantins, firstly be- 
cause the relation is inexpressible identity (Tadat- 
mya) aind secondly because they depend on the 
Srutis for their authority and so are not «-xi)eci.erl 
to base their reasoning entirely on observed facts, 
as the opponents have to. , ’ 
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II II 

9TRr0F«T-3jg'W^: Riilership being impossible ^ and. 

39. And on account of the rulership 
4of the Lord) being impossible. 

These schools infer the existence of the Lox'dj, 
iiiid say that He directs the Pradh§,na etc, as the 
spotter does his clay. But the Pradh^na etc. are 
not objects of perception like the clay. Hence the 
Lord {‘.annot direct them, for the inference must be 
strictly in accordance with observed facts. 

5T, ii il 

As the senses if -^it be said *f no 

because of enjoyment etc. 

40. If it be said (that the Lord rules 
the Pradhana etc.) even as (the Jiva rules) 
the senses (which are also not perceived), 
(we say) no, because of the enjoyment etc. 

Even as the individual soul directs the sense 
-organs which are not perceived, so also we can take 
that the Lord rules the Pradhana etc. — says the 
opponent. The analogy is not proper, for in the 
former case the Jiva is seen to enjoy pleasure, 
suffer pain, etc., from which we infer that it rules 
the organs. If the analogy be true, the Lord also 
would suffer pain and pleasure caused hy the Pra- 
dhana etc. 
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9?*cRI^*5, Subject to clostiMictjon ooironinis- 

'cience WT or. 

41. (There would result from their 
•doctrine the Lord’s) being subject to des- 
itruction or (His) non-omniscience. 

Accordiug- to these schools the Lord is oninis- 
-cient and eternal, i.a. not subject to destruction. 

The Lord, the Pradhana, and the souls accord- 
ing to the Maheshwaras are infinite and sejjarate. 
,]Srow the question is, does the omniscient Lord know 
(the measure of the Pradhana, soul, and Himself or 
not? In either case the doctrine, of the Lord’s being- 
.the mere efficient cause of the universe is iihtena- 
ble. If the Lord knows their measure, they are all 
limited, and therefore a time will come when they 
will all cease to exist. Again, if He does not know 
them, then He Avould cease to he omniscient. 

Topic S: Ref utation of the JJhdgavata or 
the Panchardtra school. 


II 11 

Owing to the impossibility of orig- 
ination. 

42. The origination (of the individual 
vsoul from the Lord) being impossible (the 
Pancharatra doctrine is untenable). 

The Pamrharatra or the Bhagavata school is 
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HOW’ iakoii up for exaBiiiuitioH. It recognizes tlie- 
nuilerial and efficient causality of tlie Lord, "but 
jn-opourids certain other views which are objection- 
nhle. A(*(!o?,’ding* to it Yasudeva iwS the Supreme Lord, 
the material and efficient cause of the world. By 
worshipping- Him, meditating- on Him, and hnow- 
itig- Him one attains Liberation. From Yasudeva ivS- 
born Sankar.shana, the diva; from Jiva Fradyumna, 
tile mind; from mind Aniruddha, the Ego. These- 
are the fourfold form (Yyuha) of the Tjord:’ 
I’a Slide va. 

Of these, the view that Yasudeva is the Su* 
preme Lord, to be worshipped and so on, the- 
A'edanlin accepts, as it is not against the Sruti. 
But the creation of the Jiva etc. he rejects, as such 
creation is impossible. AYhy? Because if the soul’ 
be created, it would be subject to destruction, and 
so no Liberation can be predicated of it. ■ That 
tJie soul is not created will be shown, in Sutrai 

2 . 3. ir. 

H ^ wq, II 9A II 

^ ^ Nor ; from the agent the instrument. 
43. Nor (is it seen that) the instru- 
ment (is produced) from the agent. 

As an instrument, like an axe, is not seen to- 
be produced from the agent, the wood-cutter, the- 
Bliagavata doctrine — that from the individnnr 
soul is produced the Internal instrument or mind,, 
and from the mind the ego — (-annot be accepted,. 
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45.^ And because of contradictions 
(the Bhagavata view is untenable). 

Moreover the tliec^y involves many contra- 
-dietioiis. Sometimes it speaks of the four forms as 
qualities of the Atman and sometimes as the Atman 
iitself. 



CHAPTER T[ 


Sectiok- hi 


In tlie previous section tlie inco'nsistency of the 
doctrines of tlie various non-Yedantic schools has- 
been shown and consequently their unreliability 
havS been established. A doubt may arise that on 
account of contradiction among the Sruti texts, 
the doctrine that upholds Brahman as the Eirst 
Cause may also be of the same class. To clear such, a 
doubt by harmonizing the apparent contradictions 
in scriptural texts, the next two sections are begun. 
The arguments of the opponent, who tries to prove 
the self-conti’adietion of the Sruti texts, are always- 
given. first, and then follows the refutation. 

Topic 1: Ether is not eternal hut created-. 

ii ^ w 

Not Ak§.sa (as it is) not so stated by 

the Sruti. 

1. Akasa (is) not (created), (as it is) 
not so stated by tbe Sruti. 

To start with, the texts dealing with creation' 
are taken up, and Akasa (ether) is first dealt with. 
In the Chhundogya TJpanishad, where the order of 
creation is given, the text says, “It thought, ‘May 
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1 luaiiy, may I grow t'ortli.’ It sent forth fire” 
2. ^3). Here there is uo uieiition of Alcasa l)eiiig 
luced by the Sat or )3rahniaii. Heiiee Ahasa has 
nigin, it is eternal. 


srfeg (I ^,11 

-Sifer There is 5 

•2. But there is (a Sruti text which 
;tates that Akasa is created). 

The opponent in this Sutra anticipates a possi- 
)It> objtvdion against bis arguments advanced in 
hitra i, and explains it away in Sutra 3. The text 
■(.‘fcuaetl to here is, “From that Self (Brahman) 
prang Abasa (ether)” etc. (Taitt. 2. 1). 


JTtort, II ^ II 

■sM Used in a secondary sense QWFWffcT on 
account of the impossibility. 

3. (The Sruti text dealing with the 
origin of Akasa) is to be taken in a second- 
..ary sense, on account' of the impossibility 
(of Akasa being created). 

The Taittiriya text referred to in the previcjus 
^Sutra, the opponent holds, should be taken in a 
- secondary sense, as Akasa cannot be created. It has 
iiio parts and hence cannot be created. Moreover, 
„ Akasa, is all-pervading, and therefore it can be in- 
.j'erred - that it is eternal — ^without origin. 
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])i‘i]iun‘y and a se<’<)iula!'y sniirie in tli<‘ same 
also “Food is Braivnunr’ (Tuiti. 4. 2) and “Tiliss. 
is JiraJunan” (Taitt, 4. (i), wliera Braliinan is used^ 
in a secondary and primary sense res])eetively iiit 
two (Complementary texts. 



Non-iiUaiidonnumt of i>roi)ositioiii 
a?3Z|fcli^;«PI^ from non-distinction from the 

Srutis. 

6. The rioji-nbaiidoiimeiit of the ])rop' 
osition (/;/>. by the knowledge of one every- 
thing else becomes known, can result only^ 
from the non -distinction (of the entire world 
from Brahman). From the Sruti texts (which 
declare the non-difference of the cause and 
its effects, this proposition is established). . 

This Sntra rehitcs tin? opponent’s view- 
set forth so far, and p’lA'es the (‘oncliision . The pro- 
position that f]*om the knowledfi'e of one (Brahman) 
everytliing- else; is known, can be trne only if every- 
thing ill the world is an e-ffect of Brahman. For the 
Sruti says that the effects are not different from then- 
cause. and (amsequently the cause heiug known., 
the eft’ects will also he known. If Akasa is not 
created from Brahman, then the proposition in 
question falls through ; for after knowing Brahmuu 
.‘Vkasa still remains take known, on ai'couiit of its 
not being an eftect of Brahman, But if it is (‘.reated, 
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tiLen 110 STicli difficulty arises. Hence Akasa is 
created; otherwise tile antlioritativeness of tlie 
Vedas ^vonld be gone. Tbe Cbbandogya test in 
wbicli Akasa is not mentioned is accordingly to be 
interpreted in tbe light of the Taittiriya text; that 
is, Akasa and Vayn have to be inserted, and the 
text would mean that after creating Akasa and 
Vayn, “It created fire.” 

5 f^THT II II 

Extending to all effects whatsoever 
5 but %7f*T! separateness as in the world, 

7. But in all effecj^s whatsoever (there 
is) separateness, as (is seen) in the world. 

The word ‘but’ refutes the idea that Akasa is 
not credted. We see in the world that all created 
things are different from each other. A pot is differ- 
ent from a piece of cloth and so on. In other words, 
everything which has a separateness about it is- 
created. We (lannot conceive of a thing as separate 
from others and yet eternal. How Akasa is distinct 
form earth etc., and hence it cannot be eternal, but 
must be a created thing. It may be objected that 
the Atman also is divided from ether and so on and. 
therefore It too is an effect. But that is not possible,, 
•for all things are created from the Atman, which is 
their Self, and'so not separate from them; therefore 
It is not an effect. The all-pervasiveness and eternity 
of Akasa are only relatively true; it is created and 
is an effect of Brahman. 
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Topic 2: Air springs from ether. 

n ii 

By this air ^31^5*11515 is explained. 

8. By this {i.e. the foregoing explana- 
tion about Ak^a) (the fact of) air (also 
being an effect) is explained. 

Topic 3: Brahman is not created. 

m:, ^sT^qw': ll II 

aiRniei; There can be no origin 9 but of the 
Sat (That which is) as it docs not stand to 

reason. 

9. But there can be no origin of the 
Bat (That which is i.e. Brahman), as it does 
not stand to reason. 

The question, arises whether Brahman also is 
an effect like Akasa etc. In the Svetasvatara XJpa- 
nishad there occurs the text; ‘‘Thou art born with 
Thy face turned to all directions” (Svet. 4. 3), 
which clearly states that Brahman is born. This 
■view is refuted by the Sutra, which says that Brah- 
man, which is existence itself, cannot be an effect, 
as It can have no cause. ' ‘And He has neither par- 
ent nor Lord” (Svet. 6. 9). Neither can non-exis- 
tence be such a cause, for the Smti s^ys, “How can 
existence come out of non-existence?” (Chh. 6. 2. 
2). Nor is it proper to say that existence is its own 
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.('•duse, for the eifect must have some speciality not. 
jjossessed by the cause. Brahman is mere existence 
without any distiiictioii. We observe that only par- 
ticulars are produe.ed from the general,, as different 
pots are from clay, and not -vice versa. Therefoi-i' 
Brahman, which is existence in general, cannot be 
the effect of any particular thing. The fact that 
every cause is itself an effect of some antecedent 
thing is repudiated by the Sruti: ‘‘That great, 
birthless Self is nndecaying’' (Brih. 4. 4. 25), for 
it leads to a regress vs in in finite/. m. So Brahman 
is not an effect, but is eternal. 


7'opic 4: Fire created from air. 

II 11 

^51! Fire ORT** from this cBIT so % verily says. 

10. Fire (is produced) from this (i.fe. 
nir), so verily says (the Sruti), • " 

“.From air (is produced) fire’^ (Taitt. 2. 1.) 
shows that fire springs from air. Again we have, 
“That (Brahman) created fire” (Chh. 6.2.3). Thfsse 
two text.s c‘an be j*econciled by interpreting the 
Taittiriya text to mean the order of sequence: 
Brahman, after creating air, created fire. This 
Sutra re.futeR such an ingenious explanation and 
says that fire is produced from Y§,yu oF air. This 
does not contradict the Ohhandogya text, for it 
ineons that ns air is a product of Brahman, it is 
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fi oiu livaliuiau, wliicli lias assumed the form of air, 
that fire is produced. The general proposition 
that everything is created from ^Brahman requires 
that all things slionld nltimately he traced to that 
cause; and not that they should he the immediate 
effects. H.en(!c there is no contradiction. 

Topic 0 : W’atcr created from fire. 

sm: II V< II 

11. Water (is produced from fire). 

‘’From fire is produced wateF^ (Taitt. 2. 1); 

“That created water” (Chh. 6. 2. 3). These twO' 
texts leave no donht that Avater is created from 
fire. Here also we must understand that from 
llruhman, conditioned as fire, water is produced.. 

Topic 6 : Earth created from water. 

Earth because of the 

subject-matter, colour, and other Sruti texts. 

12, Earth (is meant by the word 
‘Anna') because of the subject-matter,, 
colour, and other Sruti texts. 

“Prom water earth’^ (Taitt. 2. 1); “It 
(w^ter) produced Anna (lit, food)” (Chh. 6. 2. 4), 
The two texts hre , apparently contradictory ; for 
in pile uiater is said to produce earth and in ano- 
ther food. The Sutra says that ‘Anna’ in the 
Chh and ogya" -text means not food, hut earth. 
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^Wiiy? Eirst on accouiit of tlie sub ject-ni alter 
treated iu tiie section. In “It created lire,'’ 
iincl sucli otlier texts the Sruti describes tbe crea- 
tion of tbe five elements, and so ‘Anna’ should 
refer tO' an element and not food. Again iu a com- 
ideinentary passage we have, “The black colour 
in fire is the colour of Anna” (Ghh. 6. 4. 1), 
where the reference to colour clearly indicates 
that the earth is meant by ‘Anna’. Hence 
‘Anna’ in the passage under discussion means 
earth, and there is no contradiction between the 
Chhandogya and Taittiriya texts. Other Sruli 
texts like, “That which was there as the froth on 
water was solidified and became this earth” ^Brih. 
1. 2. 2), clearly show that from water earth is 
produced. 

Topic 7 : Brahman as the creative prmoipic 
reshlmg in the preceding element is the cause of 
the suhsequent element in the order of creation. 

h: 11 

Because of His reflecting only 5 
but d!^-|?f.from His indicatory marks He. 

13. But because of His reflecting only 
(are tbe subsequent elements created from 
tbe previous element in tbe order of crea- 
tion; 'so) He (tbe Supreme Lord is the 
creator of air etc.). (We know this) from 
His indicatory marks. f’’ ■ 
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Brail tuuu is describe-d in fchti Srutis as tbe 
'•n'litor of everything. Again we find in them, 
i-exts like “From Akasa is produced air'’ (Taitt, 
2. 1), wbich declare that certain elements produce 
eertain effects independently. So the opponent 
liolds that there is a contradiction in the Sruti 
texts. 'This Sutra refutes that objection saying 
that the Lord residing within these elements 
produces after reflection certain effects. Why? 
On account of the indicatory marks. “He who 
inJiabits the earth . . . and who controls the earth 
•from within" etc. (Brih. 3. 7. 3) shows that the 
Supreme Lord is the sole ruler., and denies all inde- 
pendence to the elements. Again, “That fire 
thought, . , . that water thought" (Chh. 6. 2. 

- •5-4) shows that after reflection these elements 
produced the efiects. This reflection is impossi- 
ble for inert elements, and so we are to understand 
that the Lord residing within these elements 
thought and produced the effects. Therefore the 
elements become causes only through the agency 
of the Lord, who abides within them. Hence 
there is ho contradiction between the two texts 
cited at the beginning. 

'T>0pic 8: Reabsorption takes place in the inverse 
order to that of creation. 

g ^ II 

In tbe reverse order g indeed IPT* order 
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3Rf; from that (the order of creation) ^ and 
is reasonable. 

14. (At Pralaya the elements are) 
indeed (withdrawn into Brahman) in the 
reverse order from that (of creation); and 
this is reavsonable. 

The question is whether at the time of cosmic 
(lissolntion the elements get withdrawn into 
Brahman in the order of creation, or in the 
j’everse order. The Sutra says that it is in the 
reverse order, for the effect goes back to the causal 
state, as ice, for instance, melts into water. Hence 
each thing is withdrawn into its immediate cause 
and so on. in the reverse order, till Akasa is reached 
which in turn gets merged in Brahman. 

Topic 9: The tneniion of the mind, intellect, 
and organs does not interfere, with the order of 
creation and reabsorption, as they are the products 
of the elements. 

5^, II n 11 

»RRJ In between intellect and mind 

in the order g^553ri?L owing to indication of that 
^ %ri.if it be said ST not so «f(q5lm<on account of 
non-difference. 

15. If it be said that in between 
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(Bralxinaii and the elements) the intellect 
and the mind (are mentioned, and there- 
fore that ought to be the order in creation 
and the inverse order in reabsorptoin), 
owing to the indication (in the Sruti texts) 
to tiiat effect (which upsets the order oi 
creation of the elements), (we say) not so, on 
account of the non-difference (of the intellect 
and the mind from the elements). 

In the Mundaka TJpanisJiad occurs the foll- 
o^viug test, “From this Self are produced Prana, 
mind, the senses, ether, ab*, Ore, water, and earth, 
the support of all” (2. 1. 3). An objection is 
raised that the order of (u'eatiou is as described in 
this text, which contradicts the order of creation 
of elements described in the Olihandogya 0. 2. 3 
and other Srutis. This objection is here refuted 
on the ground that the Mundaka text only states 
that all these are produced from the Self, but 
gives no order of creation like the other texts. 
Again the intellect, mind, and organs are effects 
•of the elements, and so they can come into exis- 
tence only after the elements are created. On 
account of this non-difference of the organs from 
the elements, their origination and reahsorption 
■are the same as those of the elements. That the 
organs are modifications of the elements is pfovfed 
by Sruti texts like, “For the mind, my child, 
consists of earth, the vital force of water; the 
vocal organ of fire” (Qhli. C. 6. 5); Therefore 
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Ihe Mundaka text does not upset tke order of 
creation mention, ed elsewliere. 

To^pic 10: Birth (mil death are primarily xpol’eii 
of live body, and metaphorically of the soul. 

H ^.^11 

^tBj^oEfqpspr; Depending on (the bodies) of 
moving and stationary beings 3 but ’^SiRmay bo 
mention of tliat £ secondary 

' on account of (those terms) de])ending on 

the existence of that. 

16. But tlie mention of that {oiz. 
hirth and death of the individual soul) is 
apt only with reference to (the bodies) oi 
moving and stationary beings. (With rex- 
-erence to the soul, however,) it is secondary, 
on account of (those terms) depending on 
-the existence of that {i.e. body). 

A doubt may arise that the individual soul, 
too, has birth and death, because people use such 
expressions as “Devadatta is born” or “Devadatta 
is dead”, and because certain ceremonies, are pres- 
.prihed by the scriptures at the birth and death of 
‘people. This Sutra refutes such a doubt and says 
that the individual soul has neither birth nor 
death. These belong not to the soul, but to the 
body with which the soul is connected. This 
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oonnection and disconnection with the body is 
popularly called the birth and death of the soul. 
Moreover, the Sruti says, ‘*It is the body, which 
bereft of the soul, dies; the soul does not die” 
(Chh. 6. 11. 3). So birth and death are spoken 
primarily of the bodies of moving and stationary 
beings, and only metaphorically of the souL Thai 
birth and death mean, respectively the connection 
and disconnection of the soul with the body is 
i:)roved by such fc.exts as “That man, when he is 
born, or attains a body,” etc. (Brih. 4. 3, 8). 

Topic 11: The individnal soul is pemument, 
eternal, etc. 

11 II 

fr Is not (produced) BllcRT the individual self 
not being (so) mentioned by the scriptures 
being eternal ^ also from them 

: (Briitis.) 

17. The individual self is not (pro- 
duced), (for it is) not (so) mentioned by the 
scriptures; also (on account of its) being 
eternal, (for so it is known) from them (the 
Sruti texts). 

At the beginning of creation there was only 
"One Brahman without a second” (Ait. 1. 1)1 

and so it is not riSasonable to say that the indivi- 
dnal soul is not born, for then there was nothing 
but 'Brahman: Again the .Sruti says:. “Just as 
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18 . For this very reason {viz. that it is 
not created) » (the individual soul is) intelli- 
gence (itself). 

The Vaiseshikas say that the individual soul 
is not intelligent by nature, for it is not found to 
be .so in the state of deep sleep (Sushupti) or of 
swoon. It is only when the soul comes to the 
conscious i^lane and unites with the mind that it 
becomes intelligent. This Sutra refutes such a 
possibility, for it is the intelligent Brahman Itself 
that, being limited by the Upadhis (limiting 
adjuncts), the body etc., manifests as the indivi- 
• dual .soul. Therefore intelligence is its very nature, 
and is never altogether destroyed, not even in the 
state of deep sleep or swoon. “That it does not see 
in that state is because although seeing then, it 
does not see; fot the Ausion of the witness can 
never be lost, because it is immortal. But there is 
not that second thing separate from it Avhich it can 
see” (Brill. 4. 3. 23). Therefore it is not true that 
its intelligence is lost, for it is impossible. It does 
not in reality lose its power of seeing; it does not 
see only because there is no object to see. Were in- 
telligence actually non-existent then, who would 
be there to say that it did not exist? How could it 
be ^ known? Moreover, he who says that he did not 
know anything in deep sleep, must have been exis- 
tent at that time. Otherwise how could he remem- 
ber the condition of that state? Hence the intelli- 
gence of the Self is never lost under any condition. 
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Topic IS: The size of tile individiial ii(ml. 

rd]'r||t3[, Passing out, going and re- 
turning. 

19. (As the Sruti texts declare the 
soul’s) passing out, going (to other spheres) 
and returning (thence), (the soul is not 
infinite in size). 

Prom this uji to Sutra 32 the question of the 
size of the soul — ^whether it is atomic, medium-sized 
or infinite— is discussed. We have in the vSvetas- 
vMara IJpanishad : “He is the one God . . . all- 
pervading” (6. 11); and again,. “This Atman is- 
atomic” (Mu. 3. 1. 9). The two texts contradict 
each other and we have to arrive at a decision on the 
point. Sutras 20-28 set forth the prima facie view. 
The opponent says, we find in the scriptures texts 
mentioning the souTs passing out of the body, go- 
ing to heaven etc.., and returning from there. This 
is possible only if the soul is atomic, and not 
infinite or all-pervading; for to an infinite soul 
there can be no going and coming. Therefore the 
soul is atomic. 

il II 

' (Being connected) directly with their 

agent ^ and the latter two. 
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20. And the latter two (the going and 
coming) (being connected) directly with 
their agent (the soul), (it is of atomic size). 

Even if the soul is mfinite, still it cau be 
spokeu of a.s passing out of the body, if by that 
term is meant ceasing to be the ruler of the body. 
But the two latter activities, viz, the go.iiig‘ and 
coming, are not possible for an entity that is alb 
pervading, vSo the soul is atomic in size. 

11 II 

ff Not atomic as the scriptures state 

it to be otherwise ^ %?^if it be said not so 

owing to a principle other than the indivi- 
dual soul being the subject-matter (in these texts). 

21. If it be said (that the soul is) not 
atomic, as the scriptures state it to be 
otherwise {i.e. all -pervading), (we say) not 
so, for (the one) other than the individual 
soul {i.e. Supreme Brahman) is the subject- 
matter (in those texts). 

’ Sruti texts like, “He is the one God . . . all- 
pervading” (Svet. 6. 11), refer not to the indivi- 
dual soul, but to the Supreme Lord, who is other 
than the individual soul and forms the chief sub- 
ject-matter of all, the Yedania texts; for that is the 
^ one thing that is tp be known, and is .therefore 
rpropounded by all thn Vedanta texts. 
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IR^II 

From direct statements (oi; the 
Sruti texts) and infinitesimal measure ^ and. 

22. And on account of direct state- 
ments (of the Sruti texts as to the atomic 
size) and infinitesimal measure (the soul is 
atomic). 

“This Atman is atomic” (Mu. 3. 1. 9). Again 
,we have, “That individual soul is to he known as 
part of the hundredth part of the tip of a hair 
divided a hundred times” (Svet. 5. 9), -which 
shows that the soul is smaller than even the small- 
est. Hence the soul is atomic in size. 

II \\ II 

No contradiction =^^9Rklike sandal-paste. 

23. There is no contradiction, like 
sandal-paste. 

Even as sandal-paste applied to any particular 
part of the body gives an agreeable sensation all 
over the body, even so the soul, though of atomic 
size and therefore occupying only one part of the 
body, may^ experience happiness and misery extend- 
ing over the entire body. 

H IRV II 

On account of the particular 
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position ^ %T^if it be said ^ not so on 

account of the admission in the heart % indeed. 

24. If it be said that on aecount of 
the particular position (of the sandal-paste- 
in the body the analogy is not just), (we 
say) not so, on account of the admission (by 
the scriptures of a special seat for the soul,, 
riz,) in the heart alone. 

A possible objection is raised by the. opponent 
a'>‘uiiist his own view. .In the case of the sandal- 
paste we see that it occupies a particular part (d 
the body and yet gladdens the whole body* But 
in. the case of the soul we do not know that it 
occupies a particular place, and in the absence of 
that we cannot infer that like the sandal-paste it 
must occupy a particular portion of the body ‘and 
therefore be atomic. For even an all-pervading 
soul or a soul pervading the whole body like the 
skin can give rise. to the same result. So in the 
absence of any proof it is diflScnlt to settle the size 
of the soul. This objection the opponent refutes by 
saying that such Sruti texts as, “The self-eiSulgent 
one within the heart’’ (Brih, 4. 3. 7) declare that 
the soul has a particular abode in the body, viz. 
the heart, and hence it is atomic. 

ST^OTTST II II 

3011 ^ Owing to (its) quality ^ or as in the- 
world. 
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25. Or owing to (its) quality {mz. 
intelligence) as in the world. 

This Sutra gives another argument to show 
how an atomic soul can have experience throughout 
the body. 

In the world we find that a light placed in one 
corner of a room illumines the whole room. So 
also the soul, though atomic and therefore occupy- 
ing a particular portion of the hody, may, because 
of its' quality of intelligence, which pervades the 
whole body, experience pleasure and pain through- 
out the body. 

II 11 

The extension beyond (the object i.e, the 
soul) ^^’^RraLlike odour. 

26. The extension (of the quality of 
intelligence) beyond (the soul, in which it 
inheres) is like odour (which extends beyond 
the fragrant object). 

We find that the sweet odour of lowers extends 
beyond them to the surrounding region. Even so 
the intelligence of the soul, which is atomic, 
extends beyond the soul and pervades the whole 
body. 

frarr wife 11 II 

Thus ^ also (the Sriiti) shows or 

declares. 


B.S. — 17. 
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27. ■ Thus also (the Sruti) declares. 

Tli(i Srufi also declares that it is hy the quality 

of intellio-eiice that the atomic soul pervades the 
whole body. Tor instance, it say_s : “Just so has 

the intelligent self penetrated this body up to the 
very liairs and the finger nails” (Kau. 4. 20). 

il ii 

Separate account of the teaching. 

28. Ou account of the separate teach- 
ing (of the Sruti) (that the soul so pervades 
the body owing to its quality of intelli- 
gence). 

A further argunjcnt is given to establish the 
proposition of the last Sutra. The -text, “Having’ 
by Prajna (intelligence) taken possession of the 
body” (Kau. 3. 6)^ shows that intelligence is 
different from the soul, being related a;s instrument 
and agent, and that with this quality the soul per- 
vades the whole body, ‘ 

H II 

On account of its having for its 
essence the qualities of that ( 'yts., the Buddhi) ^ but 
that declaration (as to its atomic size) 
even as tbe Intelligent Lord (is declared to be 
atomic). ' . . , . 

29. But that' ’d^laration. (as ' to, The 
atomic size of the soul) is on account of its 
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having' for its essence tlie qualities of that 
{ciz. the Biiddhi), even as the Intelligent 
Lord (Brahman, which is all-pervading, is 
declared to be atomic). 

The word Mmt’ refutes all that has heeii said 
ill Sutras 19-28, arid decides that the soul is all- 
jiervading', because the all-pervading‘ Brahman 
Itself is said to have entered the universe as the 
individual soul, which again is stated to be 
identical with It. How then is the soul declared 
to be atomic? Such declarations are on account 
•of its preponderating in the qualities of the 
Buddhi (intellect) so long as it is imagined to he 
tconneided with the latter and in bondage . Passing 
*out, going, and coming are qualities of the. 
Buddhi aud are only iniiiuted to the individual 
•soul. For the same reason also, i.c., limitation of 
the intellect, is the Atman regarded as atomic. It 
is like bnagining the all-pervading Lord' as 
limited h)T the sake of TJpasana, devout 
meditation. 

H l| II 

long as the soul (in its relative 
•aspect) exists and ^ there is no defect 
because it is so seen (in the scriptures). . 

30. And there is no defect (in what 
has been said in the previous Sutra), (as.thp 
•conjunction of' the soul with the intellect 
exists) so long as the soul (in its relative' 
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aspect) exists : because it is so seen (in the 
scriptures). 

An objection niig'lit be raised against wbut 
lias been said in ilie iirevions Sutra tliat since tbe- 
conjunction of tbe soul and tbe intellect, wbicli 
are different entities, must necessarily come to an 
end some time, tbe soul, when so disjoined from 
tbe Bnddlii, will either cease to exist altogether or 
at least cease to be a Samsarin (individualized) 
This Sutra replies : There can he no such defect in 
the arguumnt of the previous Sutra, for this con- 
nection with the intellect lasts so long as the soul’s 
state of Sam.s<%’a is not destroyed by the realiza- 
tion of supreme Knowledge. How is this known?' 
It is known from the declaration of the scriptures 
that even at death this connection is not severed.. 
“This infinite entity that is identified with the- 
intellect .... Assuming the likeness of the- 
intellect it moves between the two worlds, it 
thinks, as it were, it moves, as it were,” (Brih. 
4, 3. 7), The terms “thinks, as it were”, “moves,, 
as it were” also mean that the self does not think 
and move on its own account, but only through its- 
association with the intellect, 

wrsfHs^rfe^tTTTr!; n ii 

Like virility etc. g verily its {i.e. 
of the connection with the intellect) existing 
3lfv{oi(RfijJlTncI,on account of the manifestation being 
possible. 
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31. On accoimt of the manifestation 
{of the connection with the intellect in the • 
Awakened state) being possible only on its 
existing (potentially in busliiipti), like 
virility etc. 

An ohiection is raised tliat in Snsluipti or 
deep sleep there can he no connection with the 
intellect, for it is said, “Then he hecnmes nnited 
with the True, he is gone to his own’’ ((hih. S. 
1); how then can it he said that this connection 
lasts so long as the individualized state exists? 

This Sutra refutes it and says that even in 
Sushupti this connection exists in a tine or poten- 
tial form. But for this it could not have become 
manifest in the awakened state. ^ Tinle power 
hecomes manifest in youth only if it exists in a 
potential condition in the' child. So this connec- 
tion with the intellect lasts so long as the iinlivi- 
dualized state exists. 

II ^^^l) ■ 

There would result perpet- 
ual perception or non-perception limitation 

of the power of either of the two ^ or else 
otherwise. 

32. Otherwise (i.e. if the intellect or 
mind be not accepted) there would result 
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either perpetual perception or perpetual 
non-perception, or else the limitation of the 
power of either of the two {ciz. .the soul or 
the senses). • 

Wliat is tii« n«c‘essity of actoeptiiig an internal 
organ (Antalilcai'ana), of rvlhch the intellect is 
only a mode!' TJio 8ntru says that it it he not 
acicepted, the senses being* always in contact with 
their hhjec-ts, tliero Avonld always result perception 
of (iverything, for all the re([uisites, viz. the sonl,. 
■(he senses, and the objects, ai’e present. If, how- 
ever, this he denied, then it wonlcl mean that 
lvnowle(lg(' can never result, and nothing would 
ever be 'eognized. 8o the opponent rvill have to 
accept tile linutafiou of the power either of the 
soul or of the senses. Such a thing is not possible 
in (he Atman, which is changeless. Nor can it be. 
said that the power of the senses, which is not 
impeded either in the previous moment nr in the 
subsequent moment, is so limited in the middle. 
Hence we, have to acceqit an internal organ 
(Antahlcai’aiia), throngh whose 'connection and 
disconnection perceptipn apd nop-perception take 
place. The Srnti also refers to a common experi- 
ence of ours, “I was absePt^mintlecb I did: not ]iea:r 
it” (Brill, 1, 5."8).' • Hence there exists an internal 
organ, of wliicli the' intellect is a mode, and it is 
(he connection -with this that causes tlie Atman to 
appear as the individualized soul, as explained in. 
-Sutra 29. 
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Topic 14: The indfividval soul as agent. 

H u 

2Ecrf Agent 5?rR7rR^l?I.in order that the scriptures, 
may have a meaning, 

33. (The soul is) an agent, on account 
of scriptural (injunctions) having a mean- 
ing on that ground only. 

■ The question as regards the size of the soul 
has been settled. Now another characteristic of 
the soul is taken up for discussion. The. indivi- 
dual soul is an agent, for only on that basis do 
scriptural injunctions like, “He is to sacrifice 
etc. have a sense. In these the Sruti enjoins 
certain acts to be done by the agent and if the soul 
be not an agent these injunctions Avould become 
meaningless. 

II II 

On account of the Sruti teaching 
wandering about. 

34. And on account of (the Sruti) 
teaching (its) wandering about. 

“It, taking the organs, moves about as it 
pleases in its own - body” (Brih. 2. 1. 18). This 
test which describes the wandering of ,the-.vSQiil in 
the dieain state clearly shows that it is an agenjt- 
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35. On account of its taking (the 
organs). 

Tke text quoted iu the last Sutra also shows 
that the soul in dream state takes the organs with 
it, thereby declaring that it is an agent. 

ferOTj,} ^ ii u 

e^I'i^cI.On account of mention ^ also in 

respect of action *r if it, were not so 
the reference (would have been) of a different kind. 

36. Also on account of the (the script- 
ures) mentioning (the soul as an agent) with 
respect to action. If it were not so, the 
reference (would have been) of a different 
kind. 

“Intelligence performs sacrifices, and it also 
performs all acts” (Taitt. 2. 5). Here by ‘intellig- 
ence’ the soul is meant and not the Buddhi, 
thereby showing that the sou! is an agent. If the 
intention of the Sruti were to refer to the Buddhi 
then it would have used the word not in the 
nominative case, but in the instrumental case, as 
^by intelligence,’ meaning, through its instru- 
mentality, as it has done elsewhere in similar 
circumstances. Vide Kau. 3. 6. 

As in the case of perception 
(there is) no rule. 
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37. As in the case of perception, (there 
is) no rule (here also). 

An objection is raised that if the soul were a 
free agent, then it w^onld have performed only 
what is beneficial to it, and not both good and bad 
.deeds. This objection is being refuted. Just as 
the soul, although it is free, perceives both agree- 
able and disagreeable things, so also it does both 
good and bad deeds. There is no rule that it 
should do only what is good and avoid what is 
had. 

11 11 

38. On account of the reversal of 
power (of the Buddhi, which is inadmis- 
sible). 

If the Buddhi, which is an instrument, 
becomes the agent and ceases to function as an 
instrument, we shall have to imagine some other 
.thing as the instrument. Hence the dispute is only 
■as regards terms, for in either case an agent diff- 
<erent from the instrument has to be admitted. 

11 ^ 0,11 

5g?rifh-3Wrai^On account of the impossibility of 
'-Sama,dhi and. 

39. And on account of the impossi- 
bility of Sam^dhi. 

If the soul is not an agent, then the realization 
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pi escTibed hy texts like, “The Atman is to he 
I'ealized’’ (Brill. 2. 4. 5)_, through Samaclhi would 
he iinpossihle. It will not he eapahle of activities, 
like “liearing, reasoning, and meditation” that 
lead to (Saniadhi, in whicdi state perfect Knowledge 
dawns. Therefore there will he no Liheration for 
tlie soul. 8o it i.s estahlished that the soul alone is. 
tile agent, and not the Buddhi. 

T.i>pir id; 77if’. iiotil iti (HI a(/nit onhj .so Jniif/ as it 
is connected v'iih ihc Upddhis. 

w ^ 11 11 

W Even as ^ and carpentc'r is hoth, 

40. And even as a carpenter is both. 

In the last Sutra the topic ahont the soul's 
Ixnhig an agent is estahlished. Now the question 
i.s raised whether this agency is its real nature or 
only a snperiniposition. 'I’he Nyaya school holds 
that it is it.s very nature. This tSutra refutes it 
and says that it is superimposed on the soul and 
not real. For the iSruti declares, “This Atman is- 
noh-attaclied” (Brih. 4. 3. 15). dust as a car- 
])enter suifei*s when he is husy w'orking with his- 
tools and is happy when he leaves oh, work, so does 
the Atman slitter udien, through its connection witJi 
tlie Buddhi etc., it is active, as in the waking and. 
dream states,, and is blissful when it ceases to he 
an agent, as in deep . sleep. All scriptural 
injunctifuis are with reference to the conditioned 
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state of tlie Self. By nature it is inactive, and it 
, becomes active only tliroug'li a connection witli its 
Tip adliis (adjuncts), the mind etc. The objection 
that if tlie soul is not an agent by nature, tlie 
Sruti injunctions will be meaningless, does not . 
stand, for these scriidures do not aim at establish- 
ing it, but merely refer to an agency already exist- 
ing as a result of ignorance. 

Topic 16: The, soul in iis activity is 
dependent on the Lord. 

II II 

From the Supreme Lord g but that 
(agency) so declares the Sruti, 

41 . But (even) that (agency of the- 
soul) is from the Supreme Lord; so declares- 
the Sruti. 

The agency of the soul is also due to the Sup- 
reme Lord. I'he sord does good and bud deeds, be- 
ing so directed by the Lord, “He makes those- 
whom He will raise do good deeds” (Kau. 3. 8). 
It is through His grace that the soul attains to- 
Knowledge and becomes free. 

* II 11 
Depends on works done ^ but 

on account of the relevancy of 
injunctions and prolnbitioii,s etc. 

42. But (the Lord’s, making the soul 
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■ilct) depends on works done (by it); (thus 
-only would) injunctions and prohibitions 
etc. be relevant. 

This Sutra refutes a possible doubt that since 
i.Iie Lord makes some persons do good and others 
rfivil, He must be cruel and Avhhnsical. It says that 
the Lord always directs the soul according to its 
good or bad deeds in previous births. And vSam- 
•sara being without beginning, there will always be 
])revious birdis, Avith actions done in them, for the 
guidance of the Lord. So He cannot be accused of 
being cruel and whimsical. It is thus aloue that 
the scriptural injunctions and prohibitions can 
liave any meaning; for otherwise the Jiva will 
gain nothing by observing these injunctions. 

This does not however mar the independence 
-of the Lord, though it may be said that since He 
ulependh on the acts of the soul, He is not free to 
slo what He likes; for a king who presents or 
punishes His subjects according to their acts does 
jU)t cease to be a sovereign thereby. 

Topic 17 : Jh'loiion oj the individual soul to 
Brahman. 

31 sirs Part on account of difference 

being declared otherwise ^ and also 
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being fishermen, knaves, oti*. 
read some (Sakha^s o£ the Vedas). 

43. (The soul is) part (of the Lord) on 
account of difference (between the two) being 
declared and otherwise also '{i.e. as non- 
different from Brahman); for in some 
(Sakhas or recensions of the Vedic texts'), 
(Brahman) is spoken of as being fishermen^ 
knaves, etc. 

In the last topic it ha.s been shown that the- 
Lord rules the soul. This briiig’s us to the question 
of the relation between the two. Is it that of 
master and servant, or as between fire and its. 
sparks The Sutra vsays that the relation is as 
between fire and its sparks, that is, of whole and 
part. But then, the soul is not actually a part, 
but a part, as it were — an imagined part, for 
Brahman cannot have any parts. Why then- 
should it be taken as a part and not identical with 
the Lord? Because the scriptures declare a differ- 
ence between them in texts like, ‘'Knowing It 
alone one becomes a sage” (Brih. 4. 4. 22), “The 
Atman is to be seen” (Brih. 2. 4. 5). This differ- 
ence, however, is spoken of from the empirical 
standpoint; from the absolute standpoint they am 
identical. .The text, “Brahman is the fishermen, 
Brahman the slaves, Brahman these knaves,” 
etc. shows that even such humble persons as these 
are in reality Brahman. , • 
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II 11 

the words oi the Alaiitra also. 

44. Also from the words of the 

Mantra (it is knoA^. n that the soul is a part 
of the Lord). ^ 

A further reason is g'iven to show that the 
s(ml is a part of the Jjord. “One foot of it are all 
■diese being's” (Ohh. 3. 12. 6)— where beings, 
inelnding sonls, are said to he a foot or part of the 
Lord. 

3Tfq ^ II II 

^ Also ^ and ^4% it is (so) stated in the Smriti. 

45. And it is also (so) stated in the 
bmriti. 

‘'An eternal portion of myself having become 
•n living soul” (Gita 15. 7). 

5r5f>T2UT%?^5f II II 

5I^Rn%^Like light etc. ff is not like this 
the Supreme Lord. 

46. The Supreme Lord is not (affected 
by pleasure and pain) like this (individual 
soul) even as light etc. (are not affected bv 
the shape of the things they touch). 

If the soul' is a part of the Lord, the question 
may arise that the Lord also e-Xperiences pleasure 
•and pain like the soul, even as a cloth is soiled if 
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its threads aie sailed. This Sutra refutes it uud 
says that the Lord does not experience pleasure and 
pain like the soul, which on account of ignorance 
identifies itself with tlie body and mind, and thereby 
partakes of their pleasure and pain. Just as the 
iio'ht of the sun, whi(di is all-pervading, becomes 
straight or bent by c.oming in contact with parti- 
cular objects, or as the ether enclosed in a jar 
seems to move when the jar is moved, or as the 
sun appears to tremble when the water in which it 
is reflected trembles, but in reality none of them 
undergoes those changes, so also is the Lord not 
affected by pleasure and pain, which are experi- 
enced by that imagined part of it, the individual 
soul, -which is a product of ignorance and is 
limited by the Buddhi etc. 

II II . 

The Sniritis state and. 

47. The Smritis also state (that). 

*‘Of , the two; the Supreme Self is said to be 
eternal and devoid of qualities. It is not touched 
by the fruits of actions any more than a lotus leaf 
is by water, ...” Smriti texts like this declare 
that the ' Supreme Lord does npt experience 

pleasure and pain. The Srutis tdo do the stame. ' 

; , . ii ,ti ' 

Injunctions and proWbitions 
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on account of the eonnection with the body 
^^like light etc. 

48. Injunctions and prohibitions (are' 
possible) on account of the connection (of 
the Self) with the body; as in the case of 
light etc. 

Even though the Self is one and indescrib- 
able, and •with reference to it there can be no 
injunctions and prohibitions, yet as connected 
with a body, such injunctions and prohibitions are- 
possible. Eire is one; but the fire of the funeral 
pyre is rejected, and that of a sacrifice is accepted.. 
Similar is the case with the Atman. 

II II 

Non-extension (beyond its own body) *?[■ 
and there is no confusion (of results of 

actions). 

4^9. And on account of the non-exten- 
sion (of the soul beyond its own body) there- 
is no confusion (of results of actions). 

An objection is raised that on account of the 
unity of the Self there would result a confusion of 
the results of actions; that is, everyone would get 
the results of the actions of everyone else. This 
Suia-a refutes such a possibility; for an indivi- 
dualized soul means the connection of the Atman 
with a particular body, mind, etc., and since these' 
are not overlapping, the individual souls arc 
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different from each, other. Hence there is no such 
possibility of confiivsion. 

srPTHT n 11 

STBTraJ A reflection only ^ and. 

50. And (the individual soul is) only 
a reflection (of the Supreme Lord). 

According to Vedanta the individual soul is 
but a reflection, an image, of the Supreme Lord in 
Its Hpadhi (adjunct), the Antahkarana (inner 
organ). So the reflections of the Lord in different 
Antahkarana R are different, even as the reflections 
of the sun in different sheets of water are different. 
Therefore just as the trembling of a particular 
reflection of the sun does not cause the other 
reflections to tremble so also the experiencing of 
happiness and misery by a particular diva or 
individualized soul is not shared by other souls. 
Hence there can be no confusion of the results of 
action. 

H A? II 

There being no fixity about the 
unseen principle. ■ 

51. There being, no fixity, about the 
unseen principle (there would result that 
confusion for those ~ who believe in many 
souls,; each. all-pervading)... . • ' <, , 

■ ' The ' SankhyaS,''’ Vaiseshikas ' - and the 
l^aiy^yikas hdeept' si* pteality of ioulsj eacli of 
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wliicli is all-pervadiiig. Under such circumstances 
there cannot but result a confusion of the fruits of 
action, for each soul is present everywhere, in 
close proximity to wliatever causes those results in 
the shape of happiness or misery. Nor can this 
confusion be avoitlcd by introducing the Adrishta 
or unseen principle, which is religious merit and 
demerit acquired by the souls. According to the 
Sankhyas it inheres not in the soul, but in the 
Praclhana, which is common to all souls, and as 
such there is nothing to fix that a particular 
Adrishta operates in a particular soul. According 
to the other two schools the unseen principle is 
created by the conjunction of the soul with the 
mind; and since every soul is all-pervading and 
therefore equally connected with all minds, here 
also there is nothing to fix that a particular 
Adrishta belongs to a particular soul. Hence that 
confiision of results is inevitable. 



In resolve etc. even and W 

like this. 

52. And even as regards resolve etc. 
(it would be) like this. 

If it be maintained that the resolve etc. one 
makes to achieve something or to avoid something 
will allocate the Adrishta to particular souls, even 
then there will be this confusion. For resolve etc. 
are also formed by the conjunction of the soul and 
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also. 

Sutras 51,-5;^ reiiifce tlie doctriiie of tlic 
Suukliyas and other schools ahoufc the plurality ot 
souls each of 'udiich is all-pervading. It leads to 
■absurdities. 

sfelfg^From (difterenoe of) place ^ if it be 
said ft not so 3FcPlf^ff|^oii account of the self being in 
all bodies. 

53. If it be said (that the distinction 
of pleasure and pain etc. results) from (the 
difference of) place, (\ye say) not so, on 
account of tlie self being in all bodies. 

The Kaiyayikas and others try to get over the 
•difficulty shown in the ju’evious -Sutra thus: 
■'Plioiigh each soul is all-pervading, yet if we take 
its (;onnectiou with the mind to take place in that 
])art of it which is limited by its body, then such 
a confusion is not likely. Even this cannot stand; 
since every soul is all-pervading and therefore 
permeates all bodies, and there is nothing to fix 
that a particular body belongs to a particular soul. 
Again there cannot be more than one all-pervading 
entity ; if there were, they would limit each other 
and consequently cease to be all-pervading or 
infinite. Hence there is only one Self and nof. 
many. The plurality of selves in VedS,nta is' only 
a product of ignorance apd not a reality. 
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Tills Sutra ret'utes that view and says that the 
■organs ete. are iiroduoed just like ether ete. from 
Jlrnliinan. The woi'd ‘likejwise’ refers not to the 
immediately preceding* topic of the lust section, 
which is the plurality of souls, hut to the (‘reation 
•of ether etc. spoken of in the hist section, Bruti 
texts dii-ectly declare their origination. “From 
tlmt (Scdf) are produced the vital force, mind, and 
all the organs’’ (Mu. 2. 1. d). Therefore the senses 
nre created. 

II H II 

’iVfl Secondary sense being impossible. 

2. On account of the impossibility (of 
explaining tlie origination in a) secondary 
sense. 

Since there are texts like the one quoted from 
tile Sat. Br. \vlii<di speak of the existence of the 
•organs before (i*eation, why not explain the texts 
whicli describe tlieir creation in a secondary sense? 
'This Sutra refules it, for a secondary sense would 
lead to the abandonment of the general assertion, 
“By the knowledge of one, everything else is 
Icnown.” Tlicrefore they are produced from Bra.h- 
mau. I’lie reference in the existence of the Pr&nas 
{organs) before creation in Sat. Br. i.s concerning 
Hiranyagarbha, which is pot resolved in the p'artial 
■dissolntion of the world, though all other effects 
are resolved- Even Hiranyagarbha is resolved, 
however, in complete dissolution (Mahaprala.ya). 
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il ^ ti 

^^Tliat Jd^ first being mentioned ^ and. 

3. And because that (the verb denot- 
ing origin) is mentioned first (in connection 
with the Pranas). 

Tlie text reierreO to is: “I'rom that (Self) aj.’e 
prudueed the vital torce, mind and all the organs^ 
ether, air, water, fire, and earth” (Mii. 2. 1. fl). 
Here the woifi ‘i)r(»dueed’ occurs at the very begin- 
ning of! tlie tilings eiun aerated, and if it is inter- 
preted in its ]ii“iinury sense with respect to ether 
etc., it is all the move to be so interpreted with 
respeet to the vital force, mind, and organs men- 
iioned earlier. 'Thus a further reason is given in 
this Sutra to show that the organs etc, have ori- 
ginated from Brahman. 

II ^ II 

Of the organ of speech (etc.) being 

preceded by them (tlio elements), 

4. On account of the pre-existence of 
that (viz. the elements) (before) the organ of 
speech (etc.). 

“For truly, my boy, mind consists of earth,, 
the vital force of 'water, the vocal organ of fire”' 
(Clih, G. 5. 4). This text clearly shows that the 
organs etc, are products of the elements, which 
in their turn spring from Brahman. Hence they 
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too are products of Bralrnian. Being products of 
the elements, they are not separately mentioned in 
texts dealing with the origin of things. 

TiOpic 2 : The wmiher of the organs. 

5EIH Seven being so known , (from the script- 
ures) on account of the specification ^ and. 

6. (The organs are) seven (in number), 
because it is so known (from the scriptures) 
and on account of the specification (of those 
seven). 

The number of the organs is ascertained in 
this and the next Sutra. This Sutra, which gives 
the view of the opponent, declares that there are 
seven organs. “The seven Pranas (organs) spring 
from It” (Mu. 2. 1. 8). These are again specified 
in another text, “Seven indeed are the Pranas 
(organs) in the head” (Taitt. Sam. 5, 1. 7. 1). No 
doubt in some texts eight or even more organs are 
enumerated, but these are to be explained as 
modifications of the inner organ, and so there is no 
contradiction in the Sruti texts if we take the 
number as seven. 

II ^ II 

Hands etc. ^ but being a fact 
therefore «T not like this. 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


6. But hands etc. (are also referred 
to as sense-organs in scriptural texts). Since 
this is a fact, therefore (it is) not like this 
{i.e. they are not merely seven in number). 

‘But’ refutes the view of the previous Sutra. 
“The hands are the (Iraha (organs)” etc. (Brih. 
3. 2. 8). Such texts show that the hands etc, are 
additional sense-organs. Therefore to the seven 
already enumerated, viz. eyes, nose, ears, tongue, 
toue.h, speech, and inner organ, four others, viz. 
hands, feet, anus, aud the organ of generation, 
have to be added. In all, therefore, there are 
^deven organs. The different modifications of the 
inner organ, viz. mind, intellect, ego, and Chitta 
(memory), are not separate organs, and therefore 
cannot raise the number beyond eleven, whi<di is 
therefore the number fixed. These are : the five 
organs o-f knowledge, the five organs of action, 
and the inner organ. 


oryans are minute in dze. 


II ^ II 

Minute and. 

7. And (they are) minute. 

The organs are minute. ‘Minute’ does not 
mean atomic,., hut fine and limited in size. It is 
because they are subtle that they are not seen. If 
they were all-peiVading, then texts which speak 
of their passing out of ' the body andrgoing aiid 
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-couiing aloiif? with the soul at death and birth 
wwild be contradicted. Moreover, we do not per- 
ceive through the senses what is happening 
throughout the universe, which would be the case 
if they were all-pervading. Hence they are all 
subtle and limited in size. 

To 2 )ic 4: The chief Prana {vital force) also 
is created from Brahman. 

II II 

The chief Pr^bna (vital force) and. 

8. And the chief Pr^na (vital force) 
.(is also produced). 

“Prom this (Self) ivS produced the vital force” 
(Mu. 2. 1. 3); again we have, “By Its own law It 
ulone was moving without wind (the vital force)” 
(llig-Veda 10. 129. 2). Here the words “was 
moving” seem to refer to the function of the vital 
force, and so it must have existed before creation 
and was therefore not created. Hence there 
appears to be a contradiction with respect to its 
origination. This Sutra says that even the vital 
force is produced from Brahman. The words 
“was moving” are qualified by “without wind’’ 
and so does not intimate that the vital force 
existed before creation. It only ■ intimates the 
Brahman, the Cause, existed before creation, as is 
known from texts like “Existence alone was there 
before this” (Chh. • 6. 2, 1)., It is' called the 
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‘fliief’, because it functiou-s before all other 
Pranas and senses, a. c. from the very moment the 
child is conceived, and also on account of its 
siipeiior qualities; “We shall not be able to live 
without yoiP' (Brih. 6. 1. 13). 

Topic 6: The chief vital force is different 
from air and sense fu7ictions. 

^ 1 ! ^ 11 

Not ah’ nor function separately 

account of its being mentioned, 

9. (The cheif Prana) is neither air 
nor any function (of the organs) on account 
of its being mentioned separately. 

In this Sutra the nature of the chief Prana is 
discussed. The opponent holds that there is no 
separate principle called Prana, hut that it is only 
air and nothing else, -which exists in the mouth 
as well as outside. The Sruti also says, “That 
vital force is air.” Or it may be the combined 
effect of the fuiiction.s of all the eleven organs. 
Just as a number of birds in a cage, when they 
move, also move the cage, so also the eleven 
organs functioning , together constitute life in the 
body. So the resultant of these functions is 
Prana. This is the view of the Sankhyas. Hence 
there is no separate principle called Prana (vital 
force). 

The Sntra refutes these views and says that 
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Prana is a sei)arate principle, for it is mentioned 
separately from air and tlie sense functions. 
“The Prana (vital force) indeed is the fourth foot 
of Brahman. That foot shines and warms as the 
light called air'’ (Chh. 8. 18. 4), where it is dis- 
tinguished from air. Again, “Prom that (Self) 
are produced the vital force, mind, and all the 
organs” (Mu. 2. 1. 3), which shows that it is not a 
function of any organ, for in that case it would 
not have been separated from the organs. The- 
text,, “The vital force is air,” is also correct, 
inasmuch as the effect is hut the cause in another 
form and the vital force is air functioning within 
the body (Aclhyatma). The analogy of the birds 
in a cage is not to tlie point, for they all have the 
same kind of activity, -v/z. movement, which is- 
favourablo to the motion of the cage! But the 
functions of the organs are not of one kind, but 
different from one another ; and they are also of a 
distinct nature from that of the vital force. 
Hence they cannot constitute life. Therefore- 
Prana (vital force) is a separate entity, 

n II 

lixke eyes ete. 3 but oii 

account of (its) being taught with them and other 
reasons. . 

10. But (Prana is subordinate to the 
soul) like eyes etc. on account of (its) being, 
taught with them and for other reasons. 
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If tile vital force is a separate entity from tlic 
•organs, wliicli are subordinate to it, tlien it, like 
The soul, must also bo independent in tbe body. 
Tlie Sutra refutes this and says that the vital 
force is subordinate to the soul. Why? Because 
in the conversation of the Pranas which we find 
in the ITpanishads it is mentioned along with tlie 
sense-organs. Now in such grouping only those 
of a class are grouped together. 8o the vital force, 
like the organs, is subordinate to the soul. The 
other reasons referred to in the Sutra are its being 
-composed of parts, its being insentient, and so on. 

^ II 

account of (its) not being an instru- 
meat and ^ not ^5 objection f|; because thus 
(Sriiti) teaches. 

11. And on account of (its) not being 
.an instrument (there is) no objection, because 
thus (the scripture) teaches. 

If the vital fore.e, like the organs is also sub- 
.ordinafe to the soul, then it must stand in the 
relation of an instrument to .the soul like the 
-organs. But as there are only eleven functions 
-and as many organs already, there is no room for 
a twelfth organ ip the absence of a twelfth sehstj- 
’Objecti 'This B^iiti'a refutes the above objection 
and' sa^s' that the vital force is not an instritment 
■or organ like the' eyes etc.',- for the acceptance of 
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which a twelfth senso-obieet would be neceBsaiy;. 

! t it a tactioB h. tie iody ^iich no oenee-. 
L.™n is capaWe o£, mcl that is tie upkeep of the 
liodv. Ill tie “Preserves the unclean nest 

/of a body) witli the help of the vital force ^ 
nb'ih 4 3 12), the ritul force in sawf lo gnai^l the- 
K Ag;dll^‘Ero. 

o‘oes right there it witliei’B ' (Brih 1.^ o. W) , 
■‘whatever food one eats a^ugh the IW sab - 
fies these (the organs)” Bnh. I-/' 
these texts show that the f-auctum of the vih . 
force (Prana) is the aphoep of the body, tmice 

those of the organs. ' ^ .n vitnV 

Nor is this the omly function of the vital 

force. There are others, too, as the iie.t . 

declares. 

II II 

, q^: Having five-fold function >1^. Ito the- 

mind h taught. 

12. It is taught as having a fivefold- 
function like the mind.. 

“X alone dividing unyseU fivefold suppo t 

ai„ body aud keej it” 3- 3)- tnifi. a 

as Prina, .Apana. Ty&na,- IJdtoa,, and bapun . 
each of which has a special function, to 2. i • 
iiJg in, exhaling, functioning throughout 1 
body and aiding feats of strength. 
soul to. pass' out ot -the body,' ;«d digesting tin 
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food eaten and caiTying' it to all parts of tlie body. 
In tliivS respect it resembles tbe inner organ, 
■\vbieli iliongh one lias a fourfold aspect as mind, 
intellect, ego, and Chitta (memory). 

Topic 6 : The 'ininvtenc.^s of the rital force. 

II n II 

Minute and. 

13. And it is minute. 

Tile ^dtal force (Prana) is also minute, subtle, 
■and limited like tlie senses. It may be objected 
tliat it is all-pervading according to tbe text: 
“Because be is eixual to a gnat, equal to a mos- 
quito, equal to an elepbant, equal io these three 
iiwrlcU, equal to this universe’’ (Brill. 1. 3. 22). 
But tbe all-pervadinguess spoken of bere is u-itb 
respect to Hiranyagarbba, tbe cosmic Prana. In 
its universal aspect it is all-pervading; but in 
relation to beings in tbe world, in its individual 
aspect with wbicb we are concerned here, it is 
limited. Hence tbe vital force is also limited. 

Topic 7 : The presiding deities of the organs. 

ii ii 

Presiding over by Fire and others 
but cf?V;^^«TIcT on account of the scriptures teach- 
ing that. 

14. But there is the presiding over by 




BRAHMA-SUTRAS 




Eire and others (over the organs), on account 
of the scriptural teaching about that. 

Tlie dependoiice or independence of the Prana 
and the organs is taken tip for discussion; the 
scriptures say that these are presided over by the 
gods like Fire etc., which direct them. For 
example, "(Fire) having become speech entered 
the mouth^’ (Ait. Ar. 2. 4. 2. 4). The organs etc., 
being inert, cannot move of themselves. Hence 
they are dependent on tlie presiding deities. 

II II 

With the one possessing the Pranas (organs) 
from the scriptures. 

15. (The . gods are not the enjoyers, 
but the soul, because the organs are connect- 
ed) with the one {i.e. the soul) possessing 
them, (as is known) from the scriptures. 

This Sutra makes it clear why the soul,, and 
not the gods, is the enjoyer in the body. The 
relation between the soul and the organs is that of 
master and servant, so the scriptures declare; 
hence the enjoyment through the organs is of the 
soul, and nofc of the gods. "He who knows, ‘Let 
me smell this,’ is the self, the nose is the instru- 
ment of smelling” (Chh. 8. 12. 4). Moreover, 
there are many gods in the body, each presiding 
■over a particular organ, but there is only one 
•enjoyer. Otherwise remembrance would be 
impossible. Hence the senses are for the cnjoynKoU 
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of tile soul and not tke gods tiiougli liiey are 
directed by tliein. 

II 9^ 11 

Its ^ and fesiM^on account of perinanenco. 

16. And on account of its (soul’s)- 
permanence (in the body it is the enjoyer, 
and not the gods). 

The soul abides permanently in the body as 
the exx)e3*ien(‘er since it can be affected by good ^ 
and evil and can ex^ierience pleasure and pain. It 
is not reasonable to think that in, a body -whicli is 
the result of the soul's past actions, others, c.g. 
the gods, enjoy. The gods have glorious positions 
and would disdain such lowly enjoyments as can 
be had through the human body. It is the soul 
that is the eiijoyer. Moreover, the connection 
between the organs, and the soul is permanent. 
Vide Sruti text, “When it departs, the vital force- 
follows; when the vital force' departs, all other 
organs follow” (Brih. 4. 4. 2). The soul is the 
master, and is therefore the enjoyer, in spite of 
the fact that there are presiding deities over the- 
senses; . . ' . 

T^yic'S: ' .The organs a^e independent .principles- 
and not modes of the chief 'Prana: . 

^ II 11 ^ 

% They organa, being so desig? , 

uated.’^0|cL9T^,epcc^pt the cW^^ .. . 
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17. They (the othei' pranas) except 
the chief (prana) are organs (and so different 
from the chief prana), on account of (their) 
being so designated (by the scriptures). 

The question is raised whether the eyes etc. 
are but modes of the vital force or independent 
entities. The opponent holds the former view 
since the scripture says, “ ‘This is the greatest 
amongst us (the organs). . . . Well, let us all be 
of his form.’ They all assumed its form. There- 
fore they are called by this name of Trana’ 
(Brih. 1. 5. 21). The Sutra refutes this and says 
that the eleven organs belong to a separate cate- 
gory, and are not modes of the vital force, because 
they are shown to be different in texts like ; “From 
Him, are born, the vital force, mind, and all 
organs’’ (Mu. 2. 1. 3), where the vital force and 
the organs are separately mentioned. The text of 
the Brihaclaranyaka is to be taken in a secondary 
sense, 

H II 

18. On account of differentiating 
•scriptural texts. 

In Brih. 1. 3. the organs are treated first iu 
one section, and after concluding it the vital force 
is treated in a fresh, section, which shows tliat 
they do not belong to the same category . Henct^ 
also the organs are independent principles, and 
not modes of the vital force. 
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account of characteristic diiferences 

^ and. 

19. And on account of characteristic 
differences. 

Various clifierences in their nature are des- 
cribed in the scripture. , Tor example, the organs 
do not function in deep sleep, whereas the vital 
force does. The organs get tired, but not the 
vital force. The loss of individual organs does 
not affect life, but the passing out of the vital 
force ends in the death of the body. The Sruti 
which speaks of the organs being called Prana for 
their ha-^ng assumed its form is to be taken in a 
secondary sense, meaning that the organs follow 
the; vital force even as the servants do their master,- 
The; vital force is the leader of the organs. There- 
fore the organs are independent principles. 

loptc i) : The evolution of names and. forms is the 
m,orh of the Lord and. not of the individual soul. 

. The creation of name and form ^ 

Tbut by Him who does ‘the tripartite (crea- 

idon) OT^Sn^on account of scriptural tea ching. 

20. But tile creation of names and 
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forms is . by Him who does the. tripartite 
(creatidii)V for so the scriptures teach.' 

que.stioii is raised whether the imlividnal 
rfcml or the Supreme’ Lord fashions gToss objects of 
name and form after the three elements have been 
lU'eated by the Lord. 'In the Chhandogya t>. 2, we 
have the creation of the elements by the Lord. 
The nest section saj^s: “That Deity thought, 
‘Well, let. me now enter those three deities (fire, 
.earth, and water) as (lit. through) this living self 
(f*riva) and reveal names and forms’ ” (Chh. G. G. 
2),. On the basis, of this text the opponent holds 
ith£},t the fashioning of names and forms, that is, 
iiie creation of the gross world after the elements 
liave been created, belongs to ILe individual soul 
.and not to the Lord. This Sutra refutes it and 
says that the word ‘Jiva’ in the text is syntacti- 
cally related with .‘entramre’ . and not with the 
revealing of names and forms. The individual 
soul 1^8 not the power to create the grqSvS world. 
Moreover, the next seutein.'e of ' that paasg^ge, 
‘‘Then that Deity having said, ‘Let me make each 
.of these three (elements) tripartite’ etc.. (Chh. 
id' 3. 3)., clearly shows that the Sui>reme Lord 
.alone reveals najnes and forms, and creates the 
.gross elements and this world. How then is the 
production of pots etc*-, fiy a potter to be 
Kfxplained? There also the Lord is the inner 
director. It is the Lord whO' ‘ resides in every- 
xlhing and dii'ects the. whole creation; ■' ’ ■ 
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Uknf^ Flesh etc. are effects of earth s?n^ 
according to the scriptures of the other two ^ 
also. 

21. Flesh etc. ‘ result from earth, 
according to the scriptures. So also as regards 
the other two (viz. fire and water). 

Tripartite earth, when assimilated by man, 
forms flesh etc. “The earth (food) when eaten 
becomes threefold, . . . its middle portion becomes- 
flesh, and its finest i)ortion mind” (Chh. 6. 5. 1). 
So also we have to understand the effects of the 
other two elements according to the scriptures. 
"Water produces, blood, Prana, etc., and fi.Te pro- 
duces hone, marrow and the organ of speech. 


On account of the preponderance 3 h^t 
that special name. 

22. But on account of the preponder- 
ance (of a particular element in them, the 
grass elements) are so named (after it). 

An objection is raised, if all the .gross 
elements contain the three fine elements, 
then why such distinctions as “This is water,”" 
“This is earth,” “This is fire”? The vSutra 
refutes this objection saying that as the fine 
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elements are not found in equal proportion in eacili 
of the gross elements, they are named after that 
fine element which preponderates in their consti- 
tution. The repetition of ‘‘that special name” is 
to show that the chapter ends here. 
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enveloped (with subtle parts of the elements) 
with a view to obtaining a fresh body; (so it 
is known) from the q^iiestion and answer 
(in the scripture) . 

The Sutra discusses whether in transinigratitiii 
the soul takes with it subtle parts of the gross 
elements as the seed, as it were, for .the future- 
body. The opponent holds that it does not take 
them, for it is useless, because the elements are 
easily available everywhere. Moreover, in the 
absence of a definite opinion to the contrary in the 
scriptures, we have to understand that the soul 
does not take subtle parts of the elements with it; 
This Sutra refutes that view and says that the 
soul does take with it subtle parts of the elements; 
that this is a fact is known from the question and 
answer that occurs in the scriptures. “Do you 
know why in the fifth oblation water is called 
man?” (Chh. 5. 3. 3). This is the question, and 
the answer is given in the whole passage which, 
after explaining how the five oblations in the 
form, of Sraddha (liquid oblations in subtle form), 
Soma, rain, food, and seed are offered in the five 
‘fires' (i.e. objects imagined to be fires for the sake 
of TJpasana) — ^the heavens, Parjanya (rain-god), 
earth, man, and woman — ends, “For this reason is 
water in the fifth oblation- called man.” From 
this we understand that the soul goes enveloped 
with water (same as Sraddh§,). Moreover, though 
the elements are availaf)le everywhere, yet the 
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seeds tor a future body are not so easily available. 
Aj^aiii tire adjuncts of tbe individual soul, mz. the 
organs etc. which go with it (Vide Brill. 4. 4. 2) 
cannot accompany it unless there is a material 
basis. 

On account of (water) consisting of 
three elements 5 but ^<c4f^on account of the pre- 
l)onderance (of water), 

2. On account of (water) consisting of 
three elements (the soul goes enveloped' by 
all these elements and not merely water)'; 
but (water alone is mentioned in the text) 
on account of its preponderance (in the 
human body). 

An objectio'n is raised that the text mentions 
only water, and not the other elements as accom- 
panying the soul. 'J?he Sutra says that in water 
are found the other two elements also according to 
the tripartite creation of the gross elements. 
Hen(;e all the three elements accompany the soul. 
The mention of water is indicatory and includes 
all the elements. With mere water no body can 
he formed. But as the watery portion in the body 
is preponderant, water only is mentioned in the 
text. 

II ^ II 

Sir®Pl%; Because of the going of the sense-organs ^ 


,3.1.4j 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


29!) 


3. And because of the going of the 
organs (with the soul, the elements also 
accompany the soul). 

“WiLen it departs, the vital force follows. 
When the vital force departs, all the organs 
follow” (Brill. 4, 4, 2). Since the organs go with 
the sonl, they must have a material base; hence 
ulso it is inferred that water and other elements 
follow the soul, thus forming a basis for the 
organs. 

II V? II 

Entering into fire etc. from the 
scriptures “^^if it . be said !I not so on 

account of its being so said in a secondary sense. 

’ 4. If it be said (that the organs do 
not follow the soul), for the scriptures 
declare their entering into fire etc. , (we say) 
not so, on account of its being so said in a 
.secondary sense. 

‘'When the vocal organ of a man who dies is 
merged in the fire, the nose in the air,” etc. (Brih. 
•3. 2. 13). This text shows that at the time of 
death the organs are resolved into their presiding 
deities, and hence it cannot be said that they 
accompany the soul. This Sutra refutes that view 
and says that such interpretations would go against 
many texts which declare that they do accompany 
the sonl, as, for example:’ “W'hen it departs, the 
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T.ital force follows; '•vvlien. tlie vital force departs^ 
all the organs follow’' (Brill, 4, 4. 2). Hence the 
text cited must he interiireted in a secondary ,sens^ 
like the words, “The hair on the body in the 
herbs” (Brill. 3. 2.. 13). 


5 rfT ^ ft, \\ ^ \\ 

In the first of the oblations not being 

mentioned ^ it be said !I not so that 

only ('/.c. water) % because on account of the' 

appropriateness. 

5. If it be objected on account of 
(water) not being mentioned in the first of 
the oblations, (we say), not so,- because that 
(viz. water) only (is meant by .the word 
‘Sraddha’) on account of the appropriate- 
ness (of such an interpretation). 

An objection is raised that as there is no men*- 
tion of water in die .first oblation: “On that altar 
the gods offer Sraddha as oblation” (Chh. 5. 4. , 2), 
but only Sraddha (faith) is mentioned, to substi- 
tute water for Sraddha will be arbitrary. So how- 
can it be asQertained ‘,‘that in the fifth oblation 
■abater is called man”?. The Sntra says that by 
‘Sraddha’, water is meant, for in that case alone 
syntactical unity of the whole passage remains 
undisturbed. Otherwise the question and answer 
would not agrqe'. . Moreover,! faith (Sraddha), 
wluch is a; mental ^attribute, cannot bei offered es 
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an oblation. "^Vater is also ealletT SracHlia .in tHo' 
Srnti tests; “Sraclcllia intleed is water” (Taitt. 
Sam. 1. G. 8. 1). 

5 51^: u. ^ ii 

account of not being mentioned in 
the Srnti ^ % if it be said ^ not so the 

.I)erformers of sacrifices etc. being' understood. 

6. If it be said that on account of rthe* 
soul) not being mentioned in the text (the*- 
soul does not depart enveloped’ with water 
etcd, (we say) not so, for it is understood' 
(from the scriptures) that the divas who-’ 
perform sacrifices etc. (alone go to heaven). 

An objection is raised that in the Chhandogya 
•text cited (5. 3. 3), there vis mention of water only- 
but no reference to the soul; and it is explained' 
how this water becomes man. So how can it be- 
taken that the soul departs enveloped with water- 
and then is born again as man? This Sutra refutess- 
it and says that if we examine all the scriptural 
texts like, “But they who being in the village- 
practise sacrifices and works of x>ublic utility and 
give alms, go to the (deity of) smoke . . to the 
moon” (Chh. 5. 10. ' 3-4), which describe the- 
journey to the moon, we fi.nd that only the Jivas 
who perform snch good acts go to heaven, and that 
in so doing they go enveloped with water, which 
is supplied by the rndteriala like- cxirds etc. thak' 
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are o^ered as oblations in sacrifices; tliese assume 
.a subtle form called AiJurva and attach themselves 
to the sacrificer. 

OT ft I! II 

In a secondary sensi^ ^ but on 

accoiint of their (souls) not knowing tiie Self so 
ft because <4^1^ (Sruti) declares. 

7. But (the souls’ being the food of 
'the gods in heaven is used) in a secondary- 
sense, on account of their not knowing the 
Self; because (the Sruti) declares like that* 

In the scriptures it is stated that those who 
'go to heaven become the food of the gods; so how 
<u)uld they be enjoying the fruits of their good 
.actions in heaven? “That is Soma, the king. 
He is the food of the gods. They eat him” (Chh. 
•5. 10, 4), This Sutra says that the word ‘food’ is 
used not in a primary sense, but metaphorically, 
meaning an object of enjoyment. Otherwise, if 
:ihis is the fate of souls who go to heaven, texts 
like, “Those who want to go to heaven shall 
perform sacrifices” are meaningless. Therefore 
what the text means is that they are objects of 
'.enjoyment to the gods even as wives, children, and 
-cattle are to men. Thus the divas, w’^hile giving* 
^enjoyment to the gods, are happy, and rejoice 
with them in their turn. That they are objects of 
•enjoyment tc the gods is known from texts like: 
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“Wliile li€i who warships another deity . , . He- 
is like a beast to the g*ods. And as many beasts- 
serve a man. so does every man serve the g;o6.s,”' 
(Brih. 1. 4. 10). 

Therefore it is decided that the sonl goes 
enveloped with subtle parts of the elements when 
it goes to other spheies for enjoying the fruits of 
its good Karma. 

2: The houIh descejuJ.ing from heaven have 
a residual Karma, which determines their hirth, 

f ^ iKii 

On tlic exhaustion of (good) wQrk 
possessed of residual Karma SS^^fdt^lJ^as is known 
from the Sruti and Smriti ^ as (it) went 
differently ^ and. 

8. On the exhaustion of (good) work 
(the soul) with the residual Karma (descendvS- 
to this earth, as is known from the Sruti 
and Smriti, along the path (it) went by 
(from here) and differently too. 

A fresh topic is taken up for discussion — the- 
descent of the soul from heaven. The question is 
raised whether it descends with any residual 
Karma or not;. The opponent holds that there is 
no residual Karma, for »Sruti says; “Having 
dwelt there till their work is consumed, they 
return again the way they went by” etc. (Ohh. 5. 
10. 5), which means that' all their Karmo is 
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I'xliuusted and there is nothing left. Moreo-ver, 
it' is reasonable t<j think that, Karma done m one 
.life (as man) is worked out in th^i next as god. 

The tSutra, refuting this view, says that what 
.i.s exhausted in heaven is only that Karma which 
gave the soul a birth as god in heaven, but on the 
exhaustion of this Karnui the remaining Karma, 
good and bad, brings it bac*k to earth. Otherwise it 
i.s diliifult .to explain the happiness or misery of a 
.new-born <.*hild. Keither is it possible that in one 
life the entire Karma of the previons life is worked 
■out, For a man might have done' both good work 
.like sacrifice.?, as • a result of which -he is 
born as o'" god, and bad work, which ' can 
be worked out in an animal . body; and 
.the working out of both kinds of Karma simultane- 
ously in one birth is impossible. So though by tbe 
.enjoyment of heaven the result of good work like 
sacrifices etc. is exhausted, there are other Karinas 
.in store according to which a man is born again in 
good or bad environments. The Sruti says, 
“Those Avhose conduct has been good will quickly 
attain some good birth” etc. (Chh. 5, 10. 7). The 
‘Smriti also says, “With the remainder of their 
Karina they are born in a noteworthy place, caste, 

■ and family, with liecoming appearance, longevity, 
knowledge, wealth, happiness, and intellect.” So 
■-the soul is boi^ with residual Karma. By what 
way 'does 'it descend? Following the same way that 
jit went by, but wiih some di^eren'ce. That they 
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follow tlie same way as tliey weiit by, is uuder- 
stood from the meution of smoke and etber in the 
patb, (Vide Cbli. 5. 10. 5), and tbat tliere is some 
•difference too is known from tbe fact tbat tbe text 
omits nig'bt etc. (Vide Obb. 5. 10. 3),' buti'anist 
etc. are mentioned (Vide Chb. 5. 10. 6). . 

. , .. sOTf- 

' . W 

O'a aocouat of conduct ^ it be said 
lit n >fc so to denote indirectly ^ thus 

(tlie sage) KarsbnAjini (thinks). 

,9. If it be said that on account of 
conduct (the assumption of residual Karina 
is not necessary for a re-birth on earth), (we 
say) not so, (for the word ‘conduct' is used) 
to denote indirectly (the remaining Karma). 
So (thinks) Karshnajini. 

In the text cited (Chb. 5. 10. 7) the Sriiti says 
those of ‘good conduct’ get a good birth. Kow 
conduct is one thing, and residual Karma quite 
another thing, even according to' the Sriiti (Vide, 
Brih. 4. 4. 5). Since the Sruti does, not mention 
residual Karina, the soul is not born with any 
Karma, conduct alone being the cause of good 
birth- This is the main objection. This the' 'Sutra 
refutes and says that ‘conduct’ •here i’S 'iised ff) 
denote" good Karma. It is a case of Ajahat 
L^kshana, conctuct standing for karma which i.s 
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dependent on good conduct. This is the view of 
the sage Karshnajini. 

9^^WW^, Irrelevancy ^ ^if it be said ^ not so 
on account of dependence on that. 

10, If it be said (by such interpreta- 
tion of the word ‘conduct’ good conduct 
would become) purposeless, (we say) not so, 
on account of (Karma,) being dependent on 
that (good conduct). 

An objection is raised that if the word ‘con- 
duct’ be interpreted indirectly to mean ‘residual 
Karma’, leaving its direct meaning, then good con- 
duct would be purposeless in man’s life, as it has 
no result of its own, not being a cause of the quali- 
ty of the new birth. The Sutra denies this on the 
ground that only tliose who are of good conduct 
are expected to perform Vedic sacrifLces. “Him 
who is devoid of good conduct the Vedas do not 
purify.” Thus good conduct is an aid to Karma 
and therefore has a purpose. So it is the view of 
Karshnajini that it is Karma and not conduct 
that is the cause of the new birth. 

11 ^ m 

Good and evil work merely l[|^ thus 
5 but B^dari. 

11. But (conduct) is merely good and 
evil work: thus (the sage) Badari (thinks). 
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This Sutra says that as a matter of fact there 
is no difference between conduct and Karma in 
common parlance, for people say of a person who 
performs sacrifices etc. “That man practises right- 
eousness/’ showing thereby that ‘conduct’ is used 
in the general sense of action. Thus ‘men of good 
conduct’ menus those whose actions (Karma) are 
praiseworthy. 

Therefore it is settled that those who go to 
lieaven performing sacrifices have residual Karma 
as the cause of a new birth on earth. 

Topic 3: The fate after death of those souls whose 
actions do not entitle them to go to the lunar world.. 


^ ^ II n II 

Of those who do not perform sacri- 
fices etc. srRf even ^ also is declared by the 
Sriiti. 

12. The Sruti declares (the going to 
the lunar world etc.) also of even those who 
do not perform sacrifices etc. 

Kow the question, of those who do not per- 
form sacrifices etc. is taken up for discussion. The 
opponent holds that even they go to heaven, though 
they may not enjoy there like the performers of 
sacrifices etc., because they too require the fifth 
oblation for a new birth, and also because the 
scriptures directly say that all go to heaven : “All 
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wlio' depart froia tMs world go to the moon’’ (Kan. 


1 . 2 ). 




11 11 

In the abrde of Yama g bnt having 

exporieneod '^^bers (than the performers of 

sacrifi^'^B etc.) the ascent and descent 

^^RTcl^such a passage being declared by the 

Sruti. 

13. But of Others (ie. those who have 
not performed sacrifices etc.) the ascent is 
•to the abode of Yama, and after having 
experienced (the result of their evil works) 
the descent (to the earth again takes place). 
On account of such a passage (for the evil- 
doer) being declared by the Sruti. 

This Sntra refutes the view of the last Sutra 
-and says that evil-doers go not to heaven, but to 
Ihe world of Tama, where they suffer and then 
■descend again to earth. “The hereafter never 
rises before an ignorant person . . . thus he falls 
again and again under my sway” '(Kath. 1, 2. 6). 
'The asc.ent to the moon is only for the enjoyment 
‘of the fruits of. good works and not for any other 
•purpose; so the evil-doer’s do not go there. 

11 11 

The Smritis declare also. 
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14. The Smritis also declare (thus). 

Miuiu imcl otJiers say iliat tlie evil-dows g'o to 

ti ell and suffer tiiere. 

11 ?/Ail 

■ Movea >ver ^ seven. 

15. Moreover there are seven (hells), 

'riieve are .seven hells mentioned in the Pnra- 

■nas, to wliieh the (*vi]-doers are c-ast to expiate 
iheir .sins tlirou<>‘h suffering. 

^5rrfq ^ ii ii 

^ There even ^ and oii aoecnmt of 

his eontrol there is no contradiction. 

K).' And on account of his (Yama’s) 
rifontrol even there (in those hells), there is 
no contradiction. 

An objection is Taise<l tliut since according* to 
tlu‘ Sluii the ovii-iloevs suffei* at the hand.s of Yama 
how is Uiis po.ssihle in the hell called Raurava, 
Avliei-e ( 'hitrag'upta is the pre.siding' deity? The 
'Sutra says that there is no contradiction, aa 
•(.'liitragupta is directed by Yama. 

^ 5r^cr^Tf5( ii ii 

01' knowledge and work ^ tlnis g but 
on account of their being the subject under 
discussion. 

17. But (the reference is to the two 
roads) of knowledge and work ; ‘ thus (w^e 
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have to imderstand) on account of their 
being the subject under discussion. 

“Now those who go along neither of thesi' 
ways become those tiny, continnally rotating 
creatures of which it may be said, ‘Be born and 
die.’ This is the third place. That is why that 
world (heaven) never becomes full” (Chh. 5. 10. S> 
The two ways mentioned in this text we have to 
tahe as referring to those of laiowledge and work, 
on account of these being the subject under dis- 
cussion. Knowledge and Avork are the means to 
go along the Bevayaiia, and Pitriyaiia routes. For 
those who are not entitled to go through knowledge 
along the Devayaiia, the route leading to the gods, 
or throAigh sacrifices etc. to the Pitriyana, the route 
leading to the fathers, the Sruti declares a third 
place, distinct from the Brahmaloka and the Chan- 
draloka. That the evil-doers, who form a separate 
group, go to this third place, and not to heaven, 
is made all the more explicit by the words, “That 
is why tliat Avorld (heaven) never becomes full” 
fOhh. 5, 10. 8). The word ‘but’ refutes a possi- 
ble doubt arising from a text belonging to another 
Sakha; vide Kau. 1.2. vSo the Kaushitaki text 
which says that all go to the sphere of the moon, 
means all those who have performed good Karma of 
whatever kind, and does not include evil-doers. 


ii.l.ld] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


311 


18* (The specification about five 
oblations does) not (apply) to the third 
(place), for so it is seen (from the scrip- 
tures). 

It has been said iix Chli. 5. 3, 3, which is tiiiot- 
t>(l in the first Sutra of this section, that the diva 
attains a new birth after five oblations. So at 
least for getting a new body the evil-doer will have 
to go to the moon, to complete the five oblations 
that (vause the new birth. 'Jdiis Sutra says that the 
nile about the five oblations does not apply in the 
icase of evil-doers, for they are bom irrespective of 
the oblations, because Ihe Sruti says, “ ‘Be born 
•and die.’ This is the third place,” That rule 
applies only to the perfoiniers of sacrifices etc. 

^ II II 

Arc. recorded also ^ and '^1% in the 

world. 

19. And moreover (cases of birth 
without the completion of the five oblations) 
are recorded in the world. 

A further argument is given to show that the 
five oblations are not absolutely necessary for a 
future birth, and hence the evil-doers need not 
go to heaven just for conforming to this rule. Tor 
in cases like that of Drona, who had no mother, 
und of Dhrishtadyumna, who had neither father nor 
mother, the last two oblations respectively were 
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absent. Henee the rnle about tlie five oblations i.s 
not niuversal, blit applies only to tliose wlio pei- 
fonn sacrifices; : , 

II 11 

^ffr?tOn account of observation also. 

20. Also on account of observation. 

That this rule about the five oblations is not 

universal is also seen from the fact that of the four 
kinds of life, viviparous, oviparous, life springing- 
from moisture, and plant life, the last two are bor.n 
without any matiug and consequently there is not 
the fifth oblation in tlieir case. 

II 11 

Inclasion in the third term* 
of that which springs from moisture. 

21. The third term {i,e. plant life> 
includes that which springs from moisture- 

There are four kinds of organic beings as des- 
cribed in the last Sutra. .But the Clihandogya 
TJpauishad G, 3. 1 mentions only three kinds. This 
Sntra says that it .makes no difference for that 
which springs from moisture is included in plant 
life (irdbliid), since they both germinate, one from 
the earth and the other from water etc. 

Hence it is a vsettled fact that the evil-doers 
do not go to heaven hut only those wlio perforni 
sacri-fices. 
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Topic 4: The soul in Us descent from the 'moon does 
not become identified with ether etc. hut attains 
similarity of nature. 

Attainment of a similarity of 
nature with them being reasonable. 

22, (The soul when descending from 
Chandraloka) attains similarity of nature 
with them {i.e. with ether, air, etc.), (that 
alone) being reasonable. 

It has been said that the righteous who des- 
(‘end from the moon descend by the same path aS' 
they ascended by, but with some dilferences. “They 
return again that way as they came by, to the' 
ether, from the ether to tlie air; the sacrificer hav- 
ing become air, becomes smoke,” etc. (Chh. 5. 10. 
b). ■ Now the question is whether the souls of 
such persons actually attain identity with ether, 
smoke, etc., or only attain a similar nature. The 
8utra says that the souls do not attain identity with 
them, for it is impossible. A thing cannot become 
another of a different nature. What the text 
means, therefore, is that it attains similarity of 
nature — ^becomes like ether, air, etc. The soul 
assumes a subtle form like ether, comes under the 
influence of air and is connected with smoke, etc. 
Therefore similarity of nature and not identity is. 
meant, 5 / > 
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Topic 6: The entire descent of the soul takes 
only a sJwrt time. 

II 

SI Not air?r{^^ in very long time on 

account of the special declaration. 

23. (The soul’s descent from the moon 
through the various stages up to the earth 
takes) not very long time, on account of a 
special declaration (of the Srutis with 
respect to the stages after that as taking 
time). 

The question is raised Avlietlier the descending 
soul, udieii it attains similarity of nature • with 
ether, air, etc., remains in those stages pretty 
long', or attains the next stages quickly one after 
another. This Sutra says that it passes through 
them quickly. “Then he is horn as rice and corn, 
herbs and trees, sesamum and beans. From 
thence the escape is beset with many more diffi- 
culties” (Chh. 5. 10. 6). Thus the stages after 
coming down on earth through rain the Sruti 
particularly characterizes as hard to escape from, 
thereby hinting that the escape from the earlier 
stages is easy and attained quickly. 

Topic 6: When the souls enter into plants etc. 
they only yet connected with them and do not 
participate in, their life. 

Into what is ruled by another 
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as in the pi'evioits cases 3?I^Wn?IL for so the iSruti 
states. 

24- (The descending soul enters) into 
what is ruled by another (Jiva or soul) as 
in the previous cases {^ciz, becoming ether 
etc.) ; for so the Sruti vStates. 

A view is put forward that the soul’s passage 
through the stages of corn etc. is not a mere con- 
nection with them, as in the earlier stages with 
ether etc., but that it is actually born in the form 
of corn etc. For the Sruti says, “Then he is horn 
iis rice” etc. (Chh. 5. 10. 0). It also seems 
reasonable that those who fall from heaven after 
having exhausted tlieir good deeds should be 
born as herbs, i)lants, eh*.,, owing to their bad 
Karma such as tlie killing of animals that 
remains. So the word ‘born’ is to be taken 
literally. The Sutra refutes this view and says 
that the word ‘born’ imjjlies mere (amnection with 
eorn, herbs, etc., which are animated by other 
souls actually born as such. For in these stages 
there is no reference to their Karma, even as in 
the earlier stages of ether etc. They enter these 
plants etc. independently of their Karma, and 
while there, they do not experience the fruits at 
all. Where birth in the primary sense takes 
place and experience of the fruits of action begins, 
it is made clear by a reference to Karma, as in, 
“Those whose conduct has been good will quickly 
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iittaiii a gxK)d birtll’^ (OIili. 5. 10. 7). Tliorofovu 
ill, e descending' souls only dwell, as it were, in 
plants etc. animated by other souls till they get 
the opportunity for a new birth. 

=^5 II 

Unholy ^ it be said ?! not so 
on account of scriptural authority. 

25. If it be said (that sacrifices, which 
entail the killing of animals etc.) are unholy, 
(we say) not so, on account of scriptural 
authority. 

This Sutra refutes the point raised by the 
opponent in the previous Sutra that the descend- 
ing soul is enveloped by its bad Karma such as. 
the Idlliug of animals in sacrifices and so is born 
as herbs etc. The killing of animals etc. in 
sacrifices does not entail any bad Karma for the- 
person, for it is sanctioned by the scriptures. 

II II 

kf5Hflpn[T Connection with one who perforins 
the act of generation then. 

26. Then (the soul gets) connectecl 
with him who performs the act of genera- 
tion. 

“Tor whoever eats food and performs the act- 
of generation, (the sonl) becomes one with him’^ 
(Ghh. 5. 10. 6). Here the soul’s becoming'- 
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literally identical with the person is impossible,, 
and we have to -understand that it gets connected 
with him. This further proves that the souTs- 
becoming plants etc. in the immediately preced- 
ing stages is also mere connection with them and. 
not actual birth as such. 

II 

hroin the womb body. 

27. From the womb a (new) body 
(results). 

Finally the actual birth of the soul is referred, 
to in this Sutra. Till now it was only a connec- 
tion with the successive stages, but now through 
its connection with a person j^erforming the act of 
generation the soul enters the woman and there 
gets a new body fit for experiencing the results oft 
its past residual Karma. 


CHAPTEE III 


SjSCTIOK II 

111 the last section the passage of the soul to 
•:(lifferent spheres and its return have been 
.explained. There are people who get disgusted 
with Karma or sacrifices leading to such a fate of 
the soul and become dispassionate. In order to 
.make them grasp the true import of the Maha- 
vakyas or the great Vedic dicta, this section sets 
itself to elucidate the true nature of ‘That’ and 
‘thou’ 1 ‘oiitamed in the Mahav^kya, “That thou 
art.” In the last section the waking state of the 
soul (the ‘thou’) has been fully described. Kow 
its dream state is taken up for discussion, to show 
that the soul is self-luminous. In this way the 
three states of the soul, viz. waking, dream, and 
• deep sleep, will be shown to be merely illusory, 
..and thus the consequent identity of the diva and 
Binhman will be established. 

Topir 1: T1 l 0 soul in the dream state. 

f? II ? H 

In the intermediate stage (between waking 
; and deep sleep, i.e. in the dream state.) (there 
is real) creation 3TI1 (Sruti) >says so % because. 
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1. In the intermediate stage (between 
waking and deep sleep, there is a refil) crea- 
tion, because (the Sriiti) says so. 

The que.stion is raised , whether the creation 
which one experiences in the dream state is as- 
real as this world of ours, or merely Maya, false, 
as compared with this waking world. This Sutra, 
which gives the view of the opponent, holds that 
it is just as real, for the Sruti declares, “There- 
are Ho chariots, nor horses to be yoked to them, 
nor roads there, but he himself creates the 
chariots, horses, and roads. For he is the agenP’’ 
(Brih, 4. 3, 10). Moreover, we do not find any 
difference between the experience of the waking 
state and that of the dream state, A meal taken 
in dream has the effect of giving, .satisfaction even 
as in the waking state. Therefore the creation of 
the dream state is real and .spring.s from the Tjord’ 
Himself, even as He creates ether etc. ■ 

II ^ II 

fjRkrnC Creator and some (the followers of 
particular Sakhas of the Vedas) sons etc. 

and. 

2. And some (Sakh^s or recensions)' 
(state the Self or the Supreme Lord to be) 
the creator (of objects of desires while we 
are asleep) and (objects of desires there' 
stand for) sons etc. 
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A further argument is given hy the epponeu.t 
that the ereation even in dreams is by the Lord 
Himself. “He who is awalce in us shaping objects 
-of desire while we are asleep . . . that is 
Brahman” (Kath. 2. 5. 8). Sons etc. are the 
objects of desire that He creates. So, as iji the 
case of the waking state, even in dreams the Lord 
Himself creates, anc] hence the world of dreams is 
also real. Therefore the dream w.orld is not false 
but real like this TyavahMca (phenomenal) 
world of ours. ■ 

1 1 ^ l i 

ATore illusion g but in toio 

Oil account of its nature not being 

'manifest. 

3. But (tbe dream world is) mere illu- 
ision, on account of its nature not being 
manifest with the totality (of attributes oi 
the waking state). 

‘But’ discards the view expressed by the two 
previous Sutras. The nature of the dream world 
dbes not agree' in tbio with that of the waking 
world with respect to time, place, cause, and non- 
coiitfadiction, and as such that world is not real 
'^ike the waking world. There can be no appro- 
priate time, place or cause in the dream state. 
Tpside the, body, there is not enough spate for 
-objects like chariots, horses, etc., and" in a dreapi 
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Ike soul does tuk leave file body; tor if it did, tlu-m 
■oii(‘ who di‘eai\is ol: baYnig' g-one to Amoriea would 
•fiiid liiiiiself tkere. on -svaliing while lie went to 
•slee]) in Iudi;i. Nor is the midnight time 

for an e(dj])se of the sun seen in u dream, nor can 
Ave eonceiA’e a ehihrs getting ehildreu in a dream 
io bc' real. Moreover, even in dreams we see 
•objec.ts seen being transfonned, as tor exainxile, 
wlien we see a tree turn into a mountain. “He 
hims(df creates tlie chariots etc.’’ (Brih. 4. 3, 10), 
■only means that objects which have no reality 
:ai)i)ear to exist in dreams just as silver does in a 
mother-of-xiearl. The argument that the dream 
Avorld is real because it is also a (*reation of the 
:Supreme Lord, like this waking world, is not true, 
tor the dream Avorld is not the creation of the liord 
but of the individual soul. ‘AYhen he dreams 
. . . himself puts the body aside and himself 
creates (a dream body in its place)” (Brih. 4. 3. 
H). This text clearly proves that it is the Jiva 
lihat (‘rentes in dreams and not the Lord, 

ft ^ II ^ II 

Omen but f| for from the Sruti 
say also ?[(§;?(;: experts in dream-reading. 

4. But (though, the dTeam-world is an 
illusion) yet it serves as an omen, for (so we 
find) in the Sruti, (and) expert dream-readers 
also say (thus). 

L(‘st it be tliouglit that hecause the dream- 
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world is an illusion, even the results indicated by 
dreanivS are to be so regarded, this Sutra says that 
these dreams arc yet capable of forecasting events 
or good and bad forhnie. The thing indicated by 
these dreams is real, though the dreams themselves 
are unreal, even as the appearance of silver in a 
ni(dher-of -pearl, though false, produces joy in us, 
which is real. The Sruti also says so : “If in 
tliis d]‘eam he sees a woman, let him know this to 
be a sign that his sacrifice has succeeded” (Chh. 
5. 2. 8). 

i! II 

TTlf^'^I^By ineditation on the Supreme Lord 
3 but that which is covered (by ignorance) 

?[?f: from Him (the Lord) f? for of the soul 
bondage and its opposite, Lc. freedom. 

5. But by meditation on the Supreme 
Lord, that which is covered (by ignorance » 
'ciz., the similarity of the Lord and soul, 
becomes manifest) ; for from Him (the 
Lord) are its (the soul’s) bondage and 
freedom. 

It has been shown that the dream-world is 
false. But an objection is raised against it. The 
individual soul is but a part of the Supreme Soul 
and therefore shares Its power of knowledge and 
rulership ' even as a spark and fire have alike the 
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-tlioug’!! tKe soul is not different from tlie Lord, its 
powers remain Mdden, 

Topic 2: The soul in dreamless sleep. 

!Mow the state of deep sleep or Sushupti is 
taken up for discussion. 

STTcfT^ ^ II ^ II 

cfcI:3T*THs Absence of that (dreaming:), in other 
words Sushupti in the nerves 3T[c?lfjI and in 
the Self as it is known from the Sruti. 

7. The absence of that (dreaming, i.e. 
dreamless sleep takes place) in the nerves 
and in the Self, as it is known from the 
•Sruti. 

In different texts Sushupti (deep sleep) is said 
to take place under different conditions. “And 
when a man is asleep ... so that he sees no 
dreams, then he has entered into those nerves 
5(!N'ddis)” (Chh. S. 6. 3); “Through them he moves 
forth and rests in the pericardium, i.e, in the 
region of the heart’* (Brih. 2. 1. 19); “When 
this being full of consciousness is asleep . . . lies 
in the ether i.e. the real Self which is in the 
heart” (Brih. 2. 1. 17). Now the question arises 
whether Sushupti takes plane in any one of these 
places, i.e. whether these are to be taken as alter- 
natives, or whether they are to be taken as' stand- 
ing in mutual relation so as to refer to one place 
only. The opponent holds that as all the words 
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standing for the places enumerated are in the 
same case, viz. the locative case, in the texts, they 
are co-ordinate and therefore alternatives. If 
mutual relation "was meant, then different case- 
endings would be used by the Sruti. This Sutra 
says that they are to be taken as standing in 
mutual relation denoting the same place. 

There is no alternative here, for by allowing 
■option betweem two Vedic statements we lessen 
the authority of the Veda, since the adoption of 
either alternative sublates for the time being the 
authority of the other alternative. Moreover, the 
■same case is used where things serve different 
purposes and have to be combined, as, for 
example, when we say, “He sleeps in the palace, 
he sleeps on a couch,” where we have to combine 
the two locatives into one as “He sleeps on a 
-couch in the palace;^’ Similarly here the differ- 
•ent texts have to be combined, meaning that the 
■soul goes through the nerves to the region of the 
heart and there rests in Brahman. 

It may be questioned why, then, in deep 
fileep wo do not experiehae the relation of sup- 
porter and that which is supported with respect to 
Brahman and the diva. It is because the 
individual soul covered -with ignorance is lost in 
Brahman even as a pot of water in a lake and so 
has no separate existence. “He becomes united 
with the True, he is gone to his own (Self)” 
^Chh. 6. 8. 1). Moreover, in the following text 
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tlie tliret* places are iiientioned . ' togetliev, ‘ 'On. 
tliese tlie person is wlieii .sleeping' lie sees no 
dreams. Then he bei-omes one with the Piarui 
(Brahman) alone” (Kan. 4. 20). Hence Brahman, 
is the souPs place of rest in deep sleep. 


5f^^ts?TrT^H <^\\ 

3!gf: Hence awakening aTWfctfrom this. 


8. Hence the awakening from this (?.<?., 
Brahman). 


“In the same manner, my son, all these 
creatures, when they have come hack from the 
True, know not that they have come hack from 
the True” (Chh. 6. 10. 2). In this text the Srnti' 
states that when the Tiva returns after deep sleep- 
to the waking state, it returns from the True or 
Brahman, thereby showing that in Snshupti Jiva 
is merged in Brahman and not in the nerves Hita 
etc. But as it is covered by ignorance it does not 
realize its identity with Brahman in Snshupti.. 


Topic Tj: The selfsame smd returns from 
Snshupti i 


•H m i, ii ii . 

^ ^ The- selfsame soul % but 

on acemint of Karma, memory, scriptural' - 
authority? and precept. ' ■ ■ . * 

9. But the selfsame soul (returns from 


■ 
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Braliman after bushiipti) on account of 
work, memory, scriptural authority, and 
precept. 

A quention is raised liere tliat just as wken a 
xirop of water kas merged in the ocean it is diffi- 
cult to pick it out again, so also when the diva 
has merged in Brahman it is difficult to say that 
the selfsame JiTa arises from It after Sushupti. 
So we have to take that some soul arises after 
.^jushupti from Brahman. There can he no rule 
that the same soul arises from It. The Sutra 
refutes this and says that the selfsame soul comes 
hack after Sushupti for the following reasons: 
•(1) What has been partly done by a person before 
•going to sleep, wo find him finishing after he 
wakes np. It it were not the same soul, then the 
latter would have uo interest in finishing what has 
been partly done by another. (2) Brom our 
■experience of identity of personality before and 
nfter sleep, h3) Brom our memory of past events. 
(4) Brom scriptural authority as in texts like, 
“Whatever these creatures are here, whether a 
tiger, or a lion, or a wolf, or a hoar . . . that they 
become again (Chh. 6. 9. 3), we find that the 
selfsame soul returns from Brahman after 
Sushupti. (5) If the person who goes to sleep and 
he who rises after it he different, then scriptural 
precepts either as regards work or knowledge 
would he meaningless. Bor if a person can attain 
identity for ever with Brahman by merely going 
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to sleep, tlieii scriptural instruction would bo- 
useless to attain Liberation. 

Therefore it is the selfsame .soul that rises from 
Brahman after Su.shupfci. The case of the drop of 
water is not quite analogous, for a drop of water 
merges in the oc.eaii without any adjuncts and so. 
is lost for ever; but the Jiva merges in Brahman 
with it.s adjuncts. So the identical Jiva rises 
again, from Brahman owing to its Karma and 
ignorance, which do not allorv it to be lost in, 
Bralinian ii'revocably. 


I opic 4: 7 li.e nature of a swoo7i. 

qf^T^ 11? o p 

In a swoon 3ivq^‘q%; partial attainment of tlio 
state of deep sleep as the only alternative 


10. In a swoon (there is the) partial 
attainment of the state of deep sleep, as 
that is the only alternative left. 

The question of swoon is taken up for discus- 
sion. There, are only three* states of a soul while 
living' in the ' body — -wahing, dream, and deep- 
sleep. Its fourth state is death. The condition of 
swoon, cannot come in as a hfth state, as no such 
state is known. So what is it? Is it a separate 
state of the soul, or is it but one of these states?" 
It cannot he waking or dream, for there is no con- 
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scioiisness or experience of anything. It is not 
deep sleep, for that gives happiness, which swoon 
does not. Nor is it death, for the soul returns to 
life. So the only alternative left is that in a 
swoon the soul partially attains the state of deep' 
sleep, inasmuch as there is no consciousness in 
that state and it returns to life, and partially that 
of death, as is seen from the soul’s experience of 
misery and pain in that state resulting in dis- 
torted face and limbs. It is a separate state,, 
though it happens occasionally, and the reason 
why it is not considered a fifth state is because it 
is a mixture of the other two states. 

jCo'pic 5: The nature of the Supreme Brahman. ^ 

The preceding four topics deal with the- 
nature of ‘thou’ or the apparent self. By proving' 
that the creation in dreams is false, it has been 
shown that i hough the diva appears apparently 
to enjoy happiness and misery, yet in reality it is. 
unattached. By its mergence in Brahman in 
deep sleep that detachment has been firmly estab- 
lished. By saying that the selfsame Jiva returns, 
from sleep the doubt as to its non-permanency has. 
been refuted. By a reference to swoon it has 
been explained that though all expressions of life 
are extinct in that state still the Jiva is there, 
and hence one can be sure that even after deatlr 
the soul continues to exist. Thus it has been 
shown that the soul is self-luminous, of the- 
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mture of couscioiisness, having pleasure in itself 
«^nly, and beyond the various states. Having 
described the nature of ‘thou’, the nature of 
^Tbat' is taken up for discussion in the succeeding 
Sutras. 


II n II 

Jnf Not from (difference of) place 3?(q even 
of Brahman twofold characteristic {| 

because throughout (the scriptures teach other- 
wise). 


11. Even from (difference of) place a 
twofold characteristic cannot (be predi- 
’^ated) of Brahman, because throughout (the 
scriptures teach It to be otherwise, i.e. 
without any qualities). 

In the scriptures we find two kinds of 
description about Brahman. Some texts describe 
It as qualified and some as unqualified. “From 
whom all activities, all desires, all odours, and all 
tastes proceed” (Chh, 3. 14. 2) speak of attributes; 
again “It is neither gross nor minute, neither 
short nor long, neither redness nor moisture” etc. 
'(Brih. 3. 8. 8). Are we to take that both are true 
of Brahman according as It is or is not connected 
with adjuncts, of have we to take only one of 
-them as true and the other as false, and if so, 
which, and on whnt grounds? The Sutra says 
:that both cannot be predicated of one and the 


PPPIr 




BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


I 

II 


same Brillimau., for it is against experience. One 
nncl tlie same thing cannot have two contradictory 
natures at the' same time. Nor does the mere 
(lonnection of a thing with another change its 
nature, even as the redness of a flower reflected 
in a crystal does not change the nature of the 
•crystal, which is colourless. The imputation of 
redness is due to ignoitince and not real. Neither 
can a thing- change its real nature : it means des- 
truction. Even so in the case of Brahman, Its 
•connection with adjuncts like earth etc. is a 
product of nescience. Hence between the two 
aspects of Brahman we have to accept that which 
is attributeless as Its true nature, for throughout 
••the scriptures we find Brahman so described to the 
•exclusion. of Its qualified aspects. “It is without 
gound, . without touch, form, and decay’’ etc. 
(Kath. 1, 3, 15). The other description of Brah- 
mun is only for tlie sake of Hpasana and is not Its 
real nature. 


^ II II 

•T Not so on account of difference (being 

taught in the sciptures) it be said ?f not so 

with respect to each because of the 

declaration of the opposite of that. 

12. If it be said (that it is) not so 
’on account of difference (being taught in 
the scriptures), (we reply) not so, because 
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with respect to each (such form) the Sruti 
declares the opposite of that. 

We find that the scripture declares Brahman 
as having’ difiiereut forms in different Vidyas or 
meditations. In some It is described as having 
four feet, in some as of sixteen digits (Kalas) or 
again as having for Its body the three worlds and 
])eing called Vaisvanara, and so on. So we have’ 
to understand on scriptural authority that 
Bralnnan is also qualified. This Sutra refutes 
it and says that every such form due to Bpadhi is 
denied of Brahman in texts like, “The shining,, 
immortal being who is in this earth, and the shin- 
ing, immortal, corporeal being in the body are 
but the Self” (Brih. 2. 5. 1). Such texts show 
that .in all B'padhis like earth etc. the same 
Self is present, and hence there is only non- 
difference, oneness. It is not true that the Vedaa 
inculcate the connection of Brahman with various 
forms. With regard to what we take as different^ 
the Sruti explaiins at every instance that the form 
is not true, and that in reality there is only one 
formless principle. 


. 11 U n 

31^ Moreover trqq^thus some. 

13. Moreover some (teach) thus. 

Some Sakhas ■ (recensions) of the Vedas direc- 
ly teach that the manifold ness is not true, by 
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passing strictures on tliose wlio see di:ffierence, 
“He goes from deatli to deatli, wlio sees difierence, 
as it were, in It” (Katli. 1. 4. 11); also Brih. 4, 


II II 

Formless ^4 only % verily on', 

account of that being the main purport. 

14. Verily Brahman is only formless- 
on account of that being the main purport 
(of all texts about Brahman). 

Brahman is only formless for all the texts 
that aim at teaching Brahman describe It as form- 
less. If Brahman be understood to have a form, 
then texts which describe It as formless would' 
become purportless, and .such a contingency with 
I’espect to the scriptures is unimaginable, for the- 
scriptures throughout have a purport. On the 
other hand, texts dealing with qualified Brahman- 
seek not to establish It, but rather to en join- 
meditations on Brahman. Therefore Barhman is- 
formless. 

II ?MI 

Like light and not being pur— 

portless. 

15. And like light (taking form in 
connection with bodies having form,. 
Brahman takes form in connection with. 
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Upadhis), because (texts ascribing form to 
Brahman) are not piirportless. 

If Brahman is formless, what about the teaits 
which describe It as having form? Are they 
superfluous? If Brahman is without form then ail 
djpasanas of ’ the Brahman with forin would be 
futile, for how can the w'^orshdp of such a false 
Brahman lead to Bralmialoka and other spheres? 
This Sutra explains that they are not without a 
.purpose. Just as light, which has no . form, 

• appears to be great or small according to the 
•aperture through which it enters a room and yet 
has the virtue of removing the darkness in the 
room, even so the formless Brahman appears to 
have a form, as being limited by adjuncts like 
■ earth etc.; and the worship of such an illusory 
Brahman can help one to attain Brahmaloka etc., 
■which are also illusory from the absolute stand- 
point. Hence these texts are not altogether 
purportless. This, however, does not contradict 
the position already established, viz. that Brah- 
man, though connected with limiting adjuncts, is 
not dual in character, because the effects of these 

• cannot constitute attributes of a substance, and 

moreover the.se limiting adjuncts are all due to 
!Hescience. ' ' . ■ • ■ 


11 11 


' Declares ^ and that [i.e. intelligence) 

-only. ■ 
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16. And (the scripture) declares (that 
Brahman is) that {i.e. intelligence) only. 

ISTow what is the nature of that formless Brah- 
man? “As a lump of salt is without interior or 
exterior, entire, and purely salt in taste i, ‘ even 
so is the Self without interior or exterior, entire, 
and Pure Intelligence alone” (Brih. 4. 5. 13). It 
is mere intelligence, self-effulgent, homogeneous,, 
and without attributes. 

^ ^ II 11 

(Scripture) shows ^ als'o thus 3^{cr also' 
{it is) stated by the Smritis. 

17. (The scripture) also shows (this, 
and) thus also (is it) stated by the Smritis. 

That Brahman is without any attributes, is 
also proved by the fact that the vSruti teaches- 
about It by denying all characteristics to It, 
“IIow . therefore the description (of Brahman); 
‘Not this, not this.’ Because there is no other and 
more appropriate description than this ‘Nbt 

this’ ” (Brih. 2. 3. 6). If Brahman had form, 

then it would he established, by such texts, ancl 

there would be no necessity to deny everything an^ 
say ‘Not this, not this’. So also the Smritis teach 
about Brahman; “The Highest *Brahman With- 
out either' beginning or end, which cannot be said 
Either to ‘be’ ‘or hot ’to ‘be” (Gita 13. 12);' “It is- 
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unmanifest, unthinkable, and without modifica- 
tion, thus is It spoken of” (Grita 2. 25). 

II II 

Thorefore ^ also comparison 
like the images .of the sun etc. 

18. Therefore also (witli respect to 
Brahman we have) comparisons like the 
images of the sun, etc. 

That Brahman is formless is further estab- 
lished from the similes used with respect to It. 
Since this Brahman is mere intelligence, homo- 
geneous, and formless, and everything else is 
.denied in It, therefore we find that the scriptures 
.explain the fact of Its having forms by saying 
that they are like reflections in water of the one 
.sun, meaning thereby that these form.s are unreal, 
.being due only to limiting adjuncts. 

^ II 11 

Like water BiJi^qr^not being experienced 
but no similarity. 

19. But (there is) no similarity (in 
the case of Brahman, any second thing) not 
being experienced like water. 

An objection is raised that the comparison of 
the last Sntra is not correct. ’ In the case of the 
sun, which has a form, water, which is different 
.and at a distance, froUi it, catches its image; hiit 
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Brahman is f6rniless and all-pervading, and there 
nan be nothing else different and at a distance 
from It, to serve as an Upadhi, that can catch Its 
reflections. So the comparison is defective. 

^ II Ro II 

Participating in the increase and 
■d^'oreas on account of its being inside 

account of the similarity in the two 

cas s TTfi^ chus. 

20. On account of Brahman being 
inside (Its adjuncts) (It appears) to parti- 
cipate in their increase and decrease. On 
^account of this similarity in the two cases 
(mentioned in Sutra 18) it is thus {i.e. the 
comparison is not defective). 

The comparison with the reflection of the sun 
is to be taken not on all fours but only with 
respect to a particular feature. Just as the reflec- 
ted sun is distorted, trembles^ or varies in size as 
the water shakes, expands, or contracts, while the 
real sun remains unchanged; so also Brahman 
participates, as it were, in the attributes of flu* 
Upadhis; it grows with them, decreases witl» 
them, suffers with them, and so on, but not in 
reality. Hence on account of this similarity iir 
the two cases the comparison is not defective. 
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II R? II 

account of scriptural instruction ^ and. 

21. And on account of scriptural 
instruction. . 

Tlie Scripture also teaches that Brahman 
enters into the body and other limiting ad 3 unct.s. 
“He made bodies with two feet and bodies .with 
four feet. That Supreme Being first entered the 
bodies as a bird. He on a(;count of his dwelling- 
in all bodies is called the Purusha” (Brih. 2. 5. 
18). Thus also the comparison in vSutra 18 is not 
defective. 

Therefore it is established that Brahman is’- 
formless, of the nature of intelligence, and homo- 
geneous — ^vdthout any difference. 

Topic 6: ^Not this, not this^ in Brih.. 2. 3. 6. 
denies the gross and subtle forms of Bralwian- 
in Brih. 2. 3.1. and not 'Bralmian Itself. 

ft sifttsrft, aft aftft 
W » II . 

What has been mentioned uii to this 
denies than that something more 
says and. 

22. What has been mentioned up to 
• this is denied (by the words ‘Not this, not 
this’), and (the Sruti) says something more- 
than that (afterwards). 
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‘'Brahman has but two forms — gross and 
subtle, mortal and immortal, limited and un- 
limited, Sat (defined) and Tyat (undefined)’" 
(Brih. 2. 3. 1). Thus describing the two forms 
of Brahman, the gross, consisting of earth, water, 
and fire, and the subtle, consisting of air and 
ether, the Sruti says finally, “Now therefore the 
description (of Brahman) : ‘Not this, not this." 
etc. (Brih. 2. 3. 6). Now the question is whether 
the double denial in ‘Not this, not this’ negates 
both the world and Brahman, or only one of 
them. The opponent holds that both are denied, 
and consequently Brahman, which is false, cannot 
be the substratum for a world, which is also false. 
In other words, it leads us to Sunyavada, the 
theory of Yoid. If one only is denied it is proper 
that Brahman is denied, for It is not seen and 
therefore Its existence is doubtful, and not the 
world, since we experience it. The Sutra refutes 
this view and says that what has been described 
till now, mz. the two forms of Brahman, gross 
and subtle, is denied by the words ‘Not this, not 
this,’ the double mention of these words of denial 
applying to the two forms of Brahman. The word 
‘Iti’ refers to what has been mentioned imme- 
diately before, i.e. the two forms of Brahman, the 
subject-matter of the discussion, and therefore 
cannot refer to Brahman Itself, which is not the 
main topic of the preceding texts. Moreover, after 
denying the world the Sruti says something* 
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more than that about Brahman, viz. ‘The 
Truth of truth’ meaning thereby that Brahman 
alone is the one reality that exists and is 
the substratum of the world, which is 
illusory. Nor is it reasonable . to suppose 
that the 8ruti, professing to teach about Brahman 
will deny it. It is the Truth of truth, i.e. the 
reality behind ‘Sat’, or earth, water, and fire, 
and ‘d^at’ or air and ether, the definite and 
indefinite forms in nature. There ’is no contradic- 
tion to perception in this denial of the -world, for 
it denies only the transcendental reality of the 
world and not its Vyavaharika or phenomenal 
I'eality, which remains intact. The objection, viz. 
that Brahman is not experienced, and therefore it 
is Brahman that is denied, is baseless; for the 
object of the Sruti is to teach about something 
which is not ordinarily experienced by us; other- 
wise its teaching would be redundant. 


. ^?tThat (Brahman) STS^'^j's not manifest 3Tlt (bo 
the scripture) says ft for. 

23- That (Braliinan) is not manifest, 
for (so the scripture) says. 

If I Brahman exists, then why is It not per- 
■cefived? The Sruti says that Brahman is 
unmanifest on acpount of our being covered with 
ignorance. Therefore It is not perceived by us:, 
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“lie is lurl. apprelieiided by tke eye, nor by the 
•other senses, uor by peiuuKie” etc. (Mn. d. 1. 8). 

^ 5r^2f8jT3?rr?rT¥?TTq^ n n 

^ A.ncl moreover in perfect meditation 
is experienced) from the Sruti 

and Sinriti. 

24. And moreover (Brahman is ex- 
perienced) in perfect meditation, (as we 
know) from the Sruti and Smriti. • 

If J3rahniiin is not manifest to ns, theii we can 
never know It, and therefore there will be no 
freedom. This Sntra says that Brahman is' not 
known only to those whose Jieart is not pnritied, 
but those who are pnritied realize It in tlie state 
•of Sania<lhi when ignorance is destroyed. That 
this is so is known from the Sruti ; “vSome wise 
90011, however, with his eyes turned inside and 
wdshiiig’ for immortulity saw the vSelf within” 
TKath, 2. 4. 1); also Mu; 8. 1, 8, The Smriti also 
says the same tiling: “lie who is seen as Ligdit 
by the Yogins meditating on Him sleeplessly, with 
suspended breath, contented minds, and subdued 
senses” etc. 

■ \\ K^ 11 

5R>RFTl^^^Like light etc. ^ and (thete is) 

sio dilferonce 5f^RT! Brahman also in work 
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on aocount of repeated mention (in the 

Sruti). 

25. And as in the case of light, etc.,, 
there is no difference, (so) also between 
Brahman (and its manifestation) in activity ; 
on account of the repeated instruction (of 
the Sruti to that effect). 

The nature of the Jiva and Brahman has been 
described. Now tiieir identity is being- explained. 

If according* to the last »Sutra Brahman is the 
object of meditation and the Jiva is the meditator, 
it means that there is duality, and not the unity 
of Brahman. This Sutra explains it. Even as 
between the sun and its reflection in water etc., 
there is in reality no difference, the image being 
unreal, so also the one Brahman manifests as; 
many in the limiting adjuncts of activity like- 
meditation etc. Through ignorance the meditat- 
ing self thinks it is difl:'ei*ent from Brahman; but 
in reality it is identical with Brahman. That 
it is so is known from repeated instruction of the- 
Sruti in texts like, “That thou art,” “I am* 
Brahman,” which deny difference. 

ffSTT feOT, II II 

3TcT! Therefore with the Infinite thus % 
for (the scripture) indicates. 

26. Therefore (the individual soul 
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■becomes one) with the Infinite; for thus (the 
.scripture) indicates. 

The Jiva attains identity with Brahman on 
the dawning' of Knosvledge, when ignorance with 
nil its limiting adjuncts disappears. “He who 
knows that Supreme ]3rahman becomes Brahman 
Itself” (Mu. 3. 2. 9). If the diherence were real, 
then one could not become Brahman Itself, 
Knowdedge may destroy ignorance, but not what is 
i-eal. Now, since the Jiva becomes Brahman, its 
individuality was not real, and hence it was 
destroyed by Knowledge, leaving only Brahman. 
So tile difference is unreal, the identity real. 



account of both being taught g 
but like that between a serpent and its 

noils. 

27. But on account of both (i.e. differ- 
ence and non-dili'erence) being taught (by 
the Sruti) (the relation of the Jiva and 
Brahman is to be taken) like that between a 
serpent and its coils. 

Having established the identity of the Jiva 
and Brahman, the author proceeds to elucidate it 
further by examin.ing the theory of difference, 
In the scriptures we find also texts like, “Two 
birds of beautiful plumage” etc. (Mu. 3. 1, 1). 
which speak of difference between the Jiva ; and 
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liraluruHi, vSo we iiave to iiii(ler.staii.(l tkat tke 
iiffereiice between them prior to Liberation is real, 
tkoiig'k wlien it is (iestroyed by Enowledg’e tkey 
iittaiii identity. Hence we kave to take tkat tkeii’ 
relaticm is one of diiterenee and non-difference, as 
between a serpent and its coils. As a snake it is 
one but if we look at tke coils, kood, etc, tkere is 
difference. Similarly between tke Jiva and 
Brakman tkere is difference as well as non- 
diftereiiee. 

II Rd: II 

5R5r?r“3Tf?d3T5[cI. Like light and its substratum ^ or 
I^^MId.on account of both being luminous. 

28. Or like (the relation of) light and 
its substratum, on account of both being 
luminous. 

Another exanijole is given to establish tke 
theory of difference and non-difference. Tke rela- 
tion between tke Jiva and Brakman may be taken 
to be like that between light and its orb. Both 
being luminous are non-diff erent ; yet on account 
af their varying extensity they are spoken of as 
different. So is tke relation between tke Jiva and 
Brakman one of difference and non-difference, tke 
tune being limited and the other all-pervading. 





3.2.30J 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


34 ^ 


29. Or (the relation between the two,. 
i.e,, Jiva and Brahman) is as given before. 

Having given in the two previous Sutras the 
view of Bhedahhedavadins, the upholders of ditl’e- 
rence and non-difference, this Sutra refutes it and 
establishes as the final truth what has been stated 
in Sutra 25, viz. that the difference is inerely- 
illusory and non-difference is the reality. For if 
the difference is also real, it can never cease to be, 
and all the instruction of the Si-uti with respect tu 
Liberation will be useless for bondage is nothing- 
but this idea of separateness, and if this is real, 
there can be no Liberation at all. But if the 
difference is due to ignorance, then Knowledge 
can destroy it and the reality, the non-difference 
may be realized. So the views given in vSutras 2T 
and 28, which later on were developed by Kumarila 
and Bhaskara, are not correct, and the view given 
in Sutra 25 alone is correct. 

II II 

On account of the denial and. 

30. And on account of the denial. 

From the Sruti texts like, “There is no other 

witness but He” (Brih. 3, 7 23), which deny that 
there exists any other intelligent being apart from 
Brahman, and from the denial of the world by, 
“Hot this, not this,” it follows that there is no 
other entity but Brahman. ‘ Therefore there is 
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only one Brah-man without any dift’ereuce whatso- 
•ever. 

Topic 7 : Brahman is one without a seco7i(l, 
and, expressions which apparently imply so'rne- 
thing else as existing are only metaphorical. 



i <1??^ Greater SRfs than this (Brahman) 

on account of terms denoting a 
bank, measure, connection, and difference. 

31. (There is something) superior to 
this (Brahman)^ on account of terms denoting 
a bank, measure, connection, and difference 
(used with respect to It). 

To say that there is nothing except Brahman 
is objectionable, for we find that there is some- 
l thing besides Brahman on account of Its being 

designated as a bank separating things other than 
[f Itself in texts like, ‘‘That self is a bank, a 

boundary'^ etc. (Chh. 8. 4. 1); as having size and 
therefore limited in texts like, “That Brahman 
has four feet” (Chh. 3. 18. 2)-^it is Well known 
that whatever is limited is limited by some other 
object; as being connected with other objects; 
“The ‘embodied self when embraced by 
Supreme Self’’ (Brih. 4. 3. 21), which shows that 
there is something else than Brahman; and as 
being different: “The A.tman is to be seen,” 
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thereby hinting ii seer and seen. All these show 
that Brahman is not one without a second. 

WWW 

3 But ?lFnJ=37r?IL on account of similarity. 

32. But (Brahman is called a bank) on 
•account of similarity. 

‘But’ refutes the position taken in the previous 
Sutra. There can eicist nothing different from 
Brahman. It is called a bank, not because there 
exists something beyond It, as in the case of a 
bank, biit on account of a similarity. The 
similarity is this : J ust as a bank keeps back 
water and marks the boundary of adjacent fields,- 
Bven so Brahman maintains the world and its 
boundaries. “Having passed the bank” (Chh. 3. 

4. 2) means, having attained Brahman fully and 
not having crossed it even as we say he has passed 
\n Grammar, meaning thereby that he has 
mastered it. 

IsW : II \\ II 

For the sake of easy comprehension 
just like (four) feet.'' 

33. (Brahman is depicted as having 
size) for the sake of easy comprehension [i.e. 
Upasana); just like four feet- 

The statements as to the size of Brahman, 

Brahman has four feet’, ‘It has sixteen digits’,. 

»tc. are meant for the sake of Upasana; for it is 

1 ■' ' 
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difficult to eomprelieucl tli« Infinite, all-pervading' 
Braliinaii.- Just as mind conceived as tlie personal 
manifestation of Braliman is imag'ined to liave- 
tlie organ of speech., nose, eyes, and ears as its- 
four feet, so also Brahman is imagined as having 
size etc, for the sake of Upasana, but not in 
reality. 

11 II 

account of special places 

like light etc. 

34. ('I'he statements about connection 
and difierence with respect to Brahman) are 
'on account of special places; as in the case- 
of light, etc. 

The statements regarding difference are made 
with reference to limiting adjuncts only and not 
to any difference in Brahman’s nature. We speak 
of light inside a chamber and light outside it,, 
though in reality light is one, the distinction 
being due to limiting adjuncts. So also all state- 
ments about connection are made with reference' 
to the removal of the adjuncts, when connection 
with the Supreme Self is said to take idace meta- 
phorically, even as on the destruction of the- 
chamber the light inside it may he said to be“ 
united with light in general. 

II II 

J From reasoning ^ and. 
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35. And it is reasonable. 

This Sutra explains further that connection, 
and difference are not to he taken as real, but only 
metuphoricany. The co>nnecti6n of the Jiva -with. 
Brahman in deep sleep cannot be real. ‘Mi 
merges in its Self^’ (Ohh. 6. 8. 1), shows that the 
connect] 6n of the soul with Brahman is a naturaL 
inherent identity, and not as between two things. 
Similarly the difference referred to is not real,, but 
due to ignorance, as can be gathered from, 
hundreds of texts. 

II II 

^^IT Similarly on account of the 

express denial of all other things. 

36. Similarly on account of the expressi 
denial of all other things (there is nothing; 
but Brahman). 

A further rensoii is given to show that there is 
nothing but Brahmau. ‘‘The vSelf is all this”' 
(Chh. 7, 25. 2); “All this is Brahman alone” 
(Mu. 2. ,2. 11) etc. deny the existence of anything- 
else besides Brahman. Therefore Brahman is one- 
without a second. 



By this all-pervadingness ^TPTPRh- 

as is known from scriptural statements etc. 
regarding (Brahman’s) extent. 
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37. By this (is established) the all- 
pervadingness (of Brahman), as is known 
from scriptural statements, etc., regarding 
(Brahman’s) extent. 

This Sutra explains the all-pervadingness of 
Brahman, which follows from the fact that It is 
.one without a second. By saying that texts des- 
■cribing Brahman as a bank etc. are not to be 
taken literally, and by denying all other things, 
it is pro-ved that Brahman is all-prevading. If 
they were taken literally, then Brahman would be 
limited and not all-pervading and consequently 
not eternal. That Brahman is all-pervading is 
known from such Sruti texts as, ‘'He is omni- 
present like ether, and eternal” (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 
•3. 2). See also Gita 2. 24. 

Topic 8: I swam the giver of the fruits of actions. 

\\ \\ 

Fruits of actions 9?^! from Him for 

that is reasonable. 

38. From Him (the Lord) are the fruits 
►of actions; for that is reasonable. 

Having described the nature of Brahman, the 
.author proceeds now to discuss the view of the 
Mimamsakas, who say that Karma (work) and not 
Iswara, gives the fruits of one’s actions. Accord- 
ing to them it is useless to set up an Iswara for this 
purpose, since Karma itself can give that result at 
.a future time,. 
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Tills Sutra refutes it and says that from- 
Is war a alone come the fruits of one’s work. 
Karma is insentient and short-lived, and cannoti 
therefore be expected to bestow the fruits of 
actions at a future time according to one’s deserts. 
We do not see any insentient thing bestow fruits 
on those who worship it- Therefore it is only 
from the Xmrd, who is worshipped through actions,, 
that their results proceed. 

II ^<^11 

Because the scripture so teaches and. 

39. And because the scripture so 
teaches. 

The scu’ipture de(;lares that the fruits of actions 
come from the Lord. “That great,, birthless Self 
is the eater of food and the giver of wealth (the 
fruit of one’s work)” (Brih. 4. 4. 24). 

II II 

'W Religious merits ^^5 (sage) Jaimini for 
the same reasons. 

40. Jaimini (thinks) for the same 
reasons {viz., scriptural authority and 
reasoning) that religious merit (is what 
brings about the fruits of actions). 

The view of the previous Sutra is being 
criticized. 

The scripture enjoins. “He who is desirouss 
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'ol: tile heavenly world is to sacrifice” (Tandy a), 
.Since every scriptural injunction has an 
Hibject, it is 3*easonable to tliink that the sacrifice 
atselt produces the fruit. But it may be objected 
tluit since the deed is destroyed, it cannot prodiu'e 
a result at a future time. This is met by the posi- 
ting- of au Apurva or extra-ordinary principle, 
Avhicli is produced by the Karma before it is des- 
troyed, and throug‘h the intervention of ' which 
the j-esult is produced in the distant future. 
Again, if the deed itself did not produce the 
a-esult, it would be useless to perform it; and more- 
over it is not reasonable to imagine one cause (the 
'Lord) for a great variety of effects. 

1 II II 

^^l?iThe former (Le. the Lord) g but 
’B^dar^yana on account of His being 

‘declared to be the cause (of the actions even). 

41 . But Badar%ana (thinks) the 

'former (the Lord, as the bestower of - the 
'fruits of actions) on account ' of His being 
’'declared to be the cause (of the actions 
-even). 

‘But’ refutes the view of Sutra 40. Both 

Karma and < Apurva are insentient, and as such 
incapable of producing results without the inter- 
vention of an intelligent principle, Eor such a 
aphenomenon is not experienced in the world. No 
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•t)ue gels anytliiug- by \voi-shipi)ing' stocks and 
•stones. vSo tli(5 fniits of actions come only from 
the Lord, and tliis is all tlie more established, as 
the Lord Himself causes people to act one way or 
the other; and since the Jiva acts as directed by 
Him, He Himself is the bestower of! the fruits 
■of his actions according to his desert-s. “He 
makes him whom He wishes to lead up from these 
worlds do a good deed’^ etc. (Kan. 3. 8); “Which- 
•ever divine form a devotee Avishes to worship... 
and (obtains from it the results he desires, as 
ordained by Me” (Gita 7. 21-22). vSince the Lord 
has regard for the moiut and demerit of the souls, 
the objection that a uniform cause is incapable of 
produ(.‘ing various eft'e<d.s does not stand. 

In the last four topics the entity ‘That’ has 
been explained. Firstly, Brahman has been 
shown to bo formless, self-elfulgent, and without 
dih'erence ; secondly, by the denial of manifold 
ness in It it has been established that It is one 
without a second; and lastly, It has been proved 
to be the giver of the fruits of people’s actions in 
the relative Avorld. Thus the two entities ‘thou’ 
and ‘That’ have been explained in these two 
sections. . 


CHAPTER III 


Sii'CTION III 

In the last section the two entities ‘thou’ and 
^That’ of the Yedic dictum (Mahavakya) ‘That 
thou art’ have been explained and shown to be 
identical. Now the scriptures prescribe various 
meditations that help to attain this knowledge of 
identity. It is not possible for the • ordi- 
nary man to grasj) the Infinite. Therefore 
the scriptures present various symbols of Brahman 
such as Prana, Akasa, and mind, for the beginner 
to meditate upon. Sometimes they prescribe the 
cosmic form of Brahman (Vaisvanara) for medita- 
tion. These different methods of approaching the 
infinite Brahman are known as Yidyas or 
IJpasanas. 

This section discusses these various Yidyas, by 
means of which the individual soul attains Brah- 
man. In this connection the question naturally 
arises, whether similar Yidyas described different- 
ly in different recensions of the Yedas are one or 
different, and consequently to be combined into a 
single meditation or separately gone through. 
Here it is decided which YidyS-s are the same and 
have to be combined into one, and which Yidyas 
are different in spite of certain similarities. The 



principle that is followed tliron{?lioiit in the inter- 
pretation of these Vidyas is this : Since Brahman, 
which is the only reality, is the resnltinjr cop,'ni- 
tion of all Yidyas, it may he helpful to oomhine 
the particulars of the same Yidya mentioned in 
different Sahhas, since they have been found 
efficacious by the followers of those Saldias. 

Topic 1: The Viclyds wilh identical or simi- 
lar forrtt met with in the scriptures or in 'different 
recensions of the scriptures are one Vidyd. 

. II m 

Described in the various Yedanta 
texts =^iTT^-37f^|%'^Ri:,on account of non-difference as 
regards injunction etc. {i.c, connection, form, and 
name.) 

1. (The Uphsanas) described in the- 
various Ved&nta texts (are not different), on 
account of the non-difference as regards 
injunction, etc. {i.e. connection, form, and 
name). 

There are Upasanas described variously in 
different Yedanta texts. !For example, the 
Dpasana of Prana is described in one way in the 
Brihadaranyaha ITpanishad and in a different 
vray in the Chhindogya, Are such TTp^sanas, 
described differently in different Salthas of the 
YedaS', different or same? ’The opponent holds- 
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thui lliey ai-e different, on account o£ tlie diffe- 
rence in form. Tliis Sutra refutes it and says 
that vsucli meditations are one and the same, on 
account of the non-difference as 'regards injunc- 
tion, connection, name, and form of these, in 
different Rakhas. dust as on account of the injunc- 
tion in all Sakhas, “One should perform the Agni- 
hotra^' etc. (Mai. 6. 36) the daily Agnihotra 
-sacrifice is one only, and as Jyotishtoma and 
Vajapeya sacrifi.ces described in differ^ent Sakhas 
are one only, .so also on account of non-difference 
•as regards injunction such as, “He who knows the 
oldest and greatest” (Brih. 6. 1. 1.) in both the 
Brihadaranyaka and the Chhandogya XJpanishads, 
the Prana Vidya in all the Sakhas is one and the 
same. Similarly as regards the fruit or result of 
the TJpaaana there is non-differeirce. “He who 
knows it to be such becomes the oldest and great- 
est” (Brih. 6. 1. 1). Prana, which is the object 
of the meditation, is described in both, as the old- 
est and greatest, and both th'e meditations are 
named Prana Vidya. Therefore there being non- 
difference in all respects, the two Vidyas are not 
different, but one. The same is true of Dahara 
Yidy4, Vaisvanara XJpasana, Sandilya Vidya, etc. 
'described in various RakhSs. 

H VOTinfq II II 

On account of difference not ^ if it 
be said Sf not so even in the same (Vidyfi,). 



2. if it be said (that the Vidyas are) 
not (one) on account of difference (in minor 
points), (we reply) not so, since even in the 
same Vidya (there might be such minor 
^differences). 

A fxuther objection is raised that since certain 
differeiKies are seen to exist with respect to the 
Vidyas described in different Sakhas, they cannot 
ho one. For example, in the Brihadaranyaka in 
the Banchag'ni Vidya a sixth fire is mentioned as 
•an object of worshij) : “The fire becomes his 
fire'’ (Brih. 6. 2. 14); whereas in the Ghhaxidogya 
we have, “But he who knows these five fires” 
(Chh. o, 10. 10). 'riK'reforo on account of di 
Teuco in form the two Vidyas cannot he one. This 
vSxitra refutes it and says that ^h{^y are one, 

'Oven in the same Vidya there may ho 
«of form. The five fires like heaven etc. mention- 
<hI in the Chhandogy;) are identified in the Bri- 
hadaraiiyaka. '^rberefore there ('an he no differ- 
ence in Vidya. jSfor can the presence or 
of a sixth fire create a ’difference as regart 
for in the same Atiratra sacrifice the Shodasi 
vessel may or may not he taken. On the 
hand, on account of the majority of fires 
recognized in both, it is reasonable 
should add the .sixth fire to the Vidya 
‘Chhandogya. The name ‘five fires’ is also 
iion against thi.s increase of number, for 
bor five is not an essential 
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Moreover, even in tlie same Saldia and in 
tlie same Vidya differences like tkis are seen in 
different chapters ; yet tlie Yidya described in 
these different chapters is taken on all hands as- 
one. Therefore in spite of these differences hi/ 
different Sakhas it is reasonable that Yidyas of 
the same class are one and not different, 

ft: 

II ^ II 

’^^JIRMOfthe study of the Yedas as 

being such f| because in the Samadi^ra 

(a book of that name) on account of the 

qualification ^ and like that of the (seven) 

oblations {viz. Saurya etc.) and that rule. 

3. (The rite of carrying fire on the 
head is connected) with the study of the 
Vedas, because in the Sam^ch^ra (it is des- 
cribed) as being such. And (this also follows)' 
fr^m. its being a qualification (for the 
indents of the Atharva Veda), as is the 
case with the (seven) oblations {viz. Saurya 
etc.), . 

A further objection is raised. Tn the Muii- 
daka IJpanishad, which deals with the knowledge 
of. 'Brahman, the” carrying of fire on the head by 
the: student is mentioned. The opponent , holds' 
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•tliat on account of this particular ceremony^ 
wliicli obtains among the followers of the Atliarva 
Yeda, tlie Yidya of tlie Atbarvanikas is different 
from all other Yidyas, The Sutra refutes this 
saying that the rite of carrying' fire on the head is 
not an attribute of the Yidya, but of the study of 
the Yedas of the Atharvanikas. So it is described 
in the book Samachara, which deals with Yedie 
nbservances. Eroiu the following text, “A man 
who has not performed the rite (viz. carrying fire) 
does not read this” (Mu. 3. 2. 11) also we find it is 
connected with the reading or study of the TJpani- 
■shad and not with the Yidya. The rite of carry- 
ing the fire is connected only with the study of 
that particular Yeda and not others, like the seven 
oblations, which are not connected with the fires 
taught in the other Yedas, but only with those of 
the Atliarva Yeda. So the unity of Yidyas stands 
in all cases. 

II V II 

Instincts also. 

4. (The scripture) also instructs thus. 

“That which all the Yedas declare” (Kath. 
1. 2. 15) shows that the Nirguna Brahman is the 
one purport of all the Yedanta texts. Therefore 
■all Yidyas relating to It must also he one. Thus 
the meditation on the Saguna Brahman as Vaisr 
vanara, who is represented, as extending froin 
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heaven to the earth in the Brihadaranyaka, is re- 
ferred to in the Chhaiidog-ya as something* well 
known: “But he who worships that Vaisvaiiaru 
self as extending* from heaven to the earth-”' 
(Ohh. 5. 18, 1), thereby showing* that all Vaisva- 
nara Yidyas are one. Thus since the Nirguna or 
the Saguna Brahman is one and not many, there*- 
fore isarticular Yidyhs wdiich relate to either of 
them are also one and not many. This also follows- 
from the same hymns and the like enjoined in one 
place being employed in other places for the sake- 
of ITprisana. The same rule applies to other- 
Yidyas also besides the Yaisvanara, and in conse*- 
quence they are not many, though differently des- 
cribed in different Sakhas. 

The unity of Yidyas, having been established*,, 
their results are taken up for discussion. 

Topic. S: Farlicidars of identical Vidytt.9- 
mentioned in different places or Sdhhds are to he 
combined into one meditation. 


BTIR II Ml 

Combination fcince there is no 

difference in the object' of meditation like 

the subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice ^ and in 
the XJp^san^bs of the same class. 

5. And in the IJp^sanas of the same' 
class (mentioned in different Sakhas) 
a combination (of all the particulars- 
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mentioned in all Sakh^s is to be made), 
since there is no difierence in the object 
of meditation, Just as (a combination of) 
all subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice 
(mentioned in different Sakh^s is made)- 
Prom what has been discussed in tke previous 
Sutras it is clear that the Vidyas described in 
different Sakhas vdll have to be combined in thc' 
XJpasana, since their object after all is one. The- 
particulars mentioned in other- Sakhds than one’s 
own are also efficacious, and as such one has to 
combine all these, even as one does with respect to 
subsidiary rites like Agnihotra, connected with a 
main sacrifice, mentioned in several SS^kh^s. 

Topic o: VMym having really different mh~ 
ject-matter are separate, though in other respects- 
there are similarities. 

II ^ II 

There is difference on account of 

(difference in) texts ^ if it be said not so 
account of non-difference (as regards 

essentials). 

6. If it be said (that the Udgitha 
Vidya of the Brihad^ranyaka and that of 
the Chhandogya) are different on account 
of (difference in) texts; (we say) not so, on 
account of the non-difference (as regards 
essentials). 
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This Sutra represents the view of the oppo- 
nent, who tries to establish that the two Vidyas 
are one. “Then they said to this vital force in 
the mouth, ‘Chant the ITdgitha for us.’ ‘All 
right,’ said -the tdtal force and chanted for them.” 
(Brih. 1. 3. 7‘); “Then this vital force that is in 
the mouth — ^they meditated on the ITdgitha ‘Om’ 
as that vital force” (Chh. ,1. 2. 7). It may be 
objected that they cannot be one, because of the 
difference in texts. J3ut this is unacceptable, 
because there is unity as regards a great many 
points. (For the similarity see texts in both.) 
So on the grounds given in Sutra 3. 3. 1, there is 
unity of Vidyas. 

^ ii ^ ii 

JT 5[i Rather not account of differ- 
ence in’^siibject-matter even as (the 

meditation on the Udgitha) as the highest' and 
■greatest (Brahman) (is different). 

7. < Rather (there . is) no (unity of 
Vidyas), on account of the difference in^ 
subject-matter, even as (the meditation 
on the Udgitha) as the highest and 
greatest . Brahman) (is different from 
the meditation on the Udgitha as abiding 
in the eye, etc.). 

This Sutra refutes the former view and esta- 
blishes that the two Vidyas, in spite ofAirnlharity 
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in many i)6intSj am dii¥erent (vn aocount (vf 
-difference in su])3e(;t-niatt:er. in the Chhandogya 
•only a part ot the lidgitha (hymn), the syllable 
‘Oni’ is meflitated npon as Prana; “Let one 
.meditate on the syllable ‘Om’ (of) the XJdgitha” 
(Clih. 1. 1. 1). But in the Brihadaranyaka the 
whole TJdgitha hymn is meditated upon as 
.Prana. Vide Brih. 1. 3. 2. On account of this 
difference in the object of meditation the two 
Vidyas cannot be one. The case is similar to the 
IJpasana on Ldgitha enjoined in, “This is indeed 
dhe highest and greatest XJdgitha” (Chh. 1. 9. 2), 
which is different from the one enjoined in the 
•Chhandogya 1. 6, where the XJdgitha is meditated 
nipon as abiding in the eye and the sun. 

3 ^ n ^ n 

On account of the name (being same) if 
■ cfcl, it has already been answered 31% exists 3 
but cT^that even. 

8. If on account of the name (of both 
Vidyas being the same, it be said that they 
;are one), it has already been answered. 
But even that (identity of name in Vidyas 
-admitted to be different) exists. 

Identity of name is no reason for claiming 
unity of Vidyas, since the subject-matter differs. 
'This has already been established in the last 
;Sntra. Moreover, it is borne out by the scriptures. 
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Foj' exainpie_, the different sacrifices like Agni- 
hotra, Darsapnrnamasa, etc., which all occur- 
in Kathaka, are known as Kathakas; or even th('. 
Udgitha Upasanas of Chh. 1, 6 and Ohh. 1. 9. 2. 
are different Vidyas. 

To'pio 4 : Specializing the ‘O711 of the Ud- 
githa Vubjd is apt, as 'Ond is common to all the- 
Vedas. 

II 

eJJTHi Because (Om) extends (over the whole of 
the Vedas) ^ and <{t|5sKH4l^is appropriate. 

9. And because (Om) extends (over 
the whole of the Vedas), (to specialize it 
by the term ‘Udgitha’) is appropriate. 

Since ‘Oni’ is common to all the Vedas we 
have to understand which particular ‘Om* is to be 
meditated upon. By specifying that the ‘Oni’ 
which is a part of the Udgitha is to be meditated 
upon, we learn that it is the ‘Om’ of the Sama- 
Veda. “Let one meditate on the syllable ‘Om’’ 
(of) the Udgitha” (Chh. 1. 1. 1). 

'Topic 6 : Unity of the Prana Vidyd. 

H ^<0 II 

On. account of iion-diflerence everywhere 
in the other places ^ these qualities (arc to' bo. 
inserted). 
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10. On account of the non-dift’erence 
(of the Vidy^) everywhere {i-e. in all the 
texts of the different Sakhas where the 
Prana Vidy a occurs) these qualities (men- 
tioned in two of them are to be inserted) 
in the other places (<?.^., the Kaushitaki 
Upanishad). 

In the Chhandogya and Biihadarunyalc.i 
ITpanishads in the Prana Vidya we find the quali- 
ties of speech etc. as being richest and so on, arc 
ultimately attributed to Prana but not so in th<‘ 
Kaushitaki Upanishad, for instance. The ques- 
tion is whether they are to be inserted in the Kau- 
shitald also, where they are not mentioned. The 
Sutra says that they have to be inserted, since the 
Vidya is the same in all the three ITpanishads. 
Attributes of one and the same Vidya have to 'oe- 
combined wherever that Vidya occurs, although 
they may not be expressly mentioned. 


Topic 6: In all the meditnUons on Brahman 
qualities like ‘Bliss' etc., which describe Its 
nature, are to he lunnhincd into one meditation... 
and not others. 


n 11 

Bliss and other attributes of the 

subject («. e. Brahman). 

11. Bliss and other attributes (which) 
depict the true nature) of the subject {i,e.. 
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13raliinan) (have to be combined from all 
places in the. meditation on Brahman). 

Braliniuu is described as Bliss, Knowledg-e, 

. all-pei'Tading-, tlie self of all, true, etc. in differ- 
ent texts of <lift’erent SMthas. All the attributes 
-lire not mentioned in all places. Now the ques- 
tion is whether they have to be combined in the 
meditation on Brahman or not. This Sutra says 
that they have to be combined, since the object of 
.meditation (Brahman; is one and the same in all 
■ Sakhas, and therefore the Yidya is one. 

II ?*..ii 

5 like) joy being Its head etc. 
srsirfH! are not to be taken everywhere 
increase and decrease % because ^ (are possible) in- 
difference. 

1^. (Qualities like) joy being Its head 
-etc. are not to be taken everywhere, (being 
subject to increase and decrease and) 
increase and decrease (are possible only) 
if there is difference (and not in Brahman 
in which there is non-di.fferenee).' 

Attributes like joy being Its head etc. men- 
tioned in the Taittiriya IJpanishad are not to he 
taken and combined in other places where the 
Bpasana of Brahman is enjoined, because the 
'terms ‘joy,’ ‘satisfaction,’ ‘great satisfaction,’ 
■‘hlis.s,’ etc. indicate qualities which have increase 
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and decrease relatively to eacli otlier and to other - 
experiencers (Jivas), and therefore can exist only 
where there is diherence. But Brahman bein^ 
abvsolutely without any difference, these attributes- 
cannot constitute Its nature, and as such they are- 
to be confined to the texts prescribinp; them and' 
not taken in other places. 

11 

^ Other attributes 3 but on account 

of identity of purport. 

IB. But other attributes (like Bliss- 
etc. are to be combined) on account of' 
identity of purport. 

Attributes like Bliss, Knowledge, all-pervading,, 
etc., which describe the nature of Brahman are tO' 
be combined, for their purport is the one and indi- 
visible, nnconditioned Brahman. These attribirtes- 
are mentioned with a view to the knowledge of 
Brahman and not for TTpasana. 

Topic 7: Katli. 1. 3. lO-ll simply aims at' 
teaching that the ySelf is higher than everything 
else. 

n ii 

3TI^RPI For the sake of meditation 5P^r^-8PTRRI,■ 
as there is no use. * 

14. (Kathaka 1. 3. 10-11 tells about 
the Self only as the highest) for the sake 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[3.3.15 


^.()f meditation, (and not about the relative 
position of the objects, etc.) as there is no 
use of it. 

thon the senses are the ohjocivS, high- 
.er than the objects there is the mind...!. .higher 
lhaii the Self there, is nothing, this is the limit, the 
Supreme (loal” (Kath, 1. 3. 10-11). The oppo- 
nent liolds that these sentences are separate and 
not one, as referring to the Atman alone; therefore 
it is the aim of tbe Sruti to teach that the objects 
are superior to tlie sense.s, and so on. This Sutra 
refutes it and says that it is one sentence and 
means that the Atman is superior to all these. This 
information is given for the sake of meditation on 
the Atman, which results in the knowledge of It. 
■■ The Atman alone is to be known, for the knowledge 
of It gives freedom. But the knowledge of the 
fact that oljjects are superior to the senses and so 
-on, serves no useful purpose, and as such it is not 
the aim of the Sruti to teach this. 

II 

On account of the word ‘Self and. 

15. And on account of the word 
■ ‘Self’. 

The view established in the last Sutra is con- 
firmed by the fact that the subject of the discus- 
sion is called the Self. “That Self is hidden in all 
'beings and does not shine forth’' (Kath. 1. 3. 12), 
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f,}i€?reby hinting' tbat tlie other things are non-Self. 
But the enumeration of the series is not altogether 
useless, inasmuch as it helps to turn the mind, 
which is outgoing, gradually towards the Atman, 
which is hard to realize without deep meditation. 

Topic 8 : The ffclf ref erred to in Alt. 1. 1 is 
the Fiupreme Self and consequently the attributes 
•of the Self given in oilier places are to be included 
in this Aitareyaka meditation. 

The Supreme Self is meant as in 
other texts (dealing with creation) sfrPJd. on account 
of the subsequent qualifiGation. 

16. (In the Aitareya IJpanishad 1. 1) 
the Supreme Self ia meant, as in other texts 
(dealing with creation), on account of the 
subsequent qualification. 

‘ 'Verily in the beginning all this was the Self, 
-one only; there was nothing else whatsoever” etc. 
(Ait. 1. 1.). Does the word ‘Self^ here refer to the 
Supreme Self or to Hiranyagarbha? It refers to 
the Supreme Self, even as the word ‘Self’ in other 
texts dealing* with creation refers tO' It and not to 
Hiranyagarbha: “Vrom the Self sprang forth 
ether” (Taitt. 2. 1). Why? Because in the subse- 
tiuent text of the Aitareya we have, “It thought, 
‘Shall I send forth worlds?’ It sent forth these 
worlds” (Ait. 1. 1-2). This qualification, uiz. that 


370 


BRAHMA- SUTRAS 


[3.3. IT 


‘It tlumglit’ before creation, is applied to Braliman 
in tlie primary sense in other Srnti texts. So from 
this we learn that the Self refers to the Supreme- 
Self and not to Hiranyagarbha. 

Because of the context ^ ^t^if it be said 
it might be so on account of the 

definite statement. 

17. If it be said that because of the' 
context (the Supreme Self is not meant, 
but Hiranyagarbha), (we reply that) it i& 
m {i.e. the Supreme Self is meant) on 
account of the definite statement (that the- 
Atman alone existed at the beginning). 

In the Aitareya ITpanishad 1. 1 the Self is; 
said to have created the four worlds. But in the 
Taittiriya and other texts the Self creates ether, 
water, etc. — the five elements. How it is well 
known that creation of the worlds is by Hiranya- 
garbha with the help of the elements created by the 
Supreme Self. So the Self in the Aitareya cannot 
mean the Supreme Self but Hiranyagarbha. The- 
Sutra refutes it and says that on' account of the- 
statement, “Verily in the beginning all this was 
the Self, one only'’ (Ait. 1. 1), which declares that 
there was one only without a second, it can only 
refer to the Supreme Self ’ and not to Hiranya- 
garbha. Thefiefore we have to take’ that the 
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Supreme Self after creating elements as described 
in otlier S§,klias created tbe four worlds. 

The object of Sutras 16 and 17 in establishing 
that the Supreme Self is meant is that the attri- 
butes of the Supreme Self given in other placesi are 
to be combined in the Aitareyaka meditation. 

Topic 9: Rinsing the mouth is not enjoined 
in the Prdna Yidyd, but only thinking the water 
as the dress of Prdna. 

II 

On account of being a restatement of 
an act (already enjoined by the Smriti) what 

has not been so enjoined elsewhere. 

18. On account of (the rinsing of the 
mouth with water referred to in the Prana 
Vidya) being a restatement of an act 
(already enjoined by the Smriti), what has 
not been so enjoined elsewhere (is here 
enjoined by the Sruti). 

In the Chhandogya 5. 2. 2. and the Brihada- 
ranyaka G. 1. 14 we find a reference to the rinsing 
of the mouth with water before and after a meal, 
thinking that thereby Prana is dressed. The ques- 
tion is whether the Sruti enjoins both or only the 
latter. The Sutra states that since the former, the 
act of rinsing, is already enjoined on every one by 
the Smriti, the latter act of thinking the water as 
the dress of Prilna is alone enjoined by the Sruti. 
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■ Topic 10: Vidyds in the same Sakha which 
are identical or similar have to be comhined, for 
they are one. 

n II 

In the 'same S&kli^b (it is), like this R 
also account of non-difference, 

19. In the same Sakha also (it is) like 
this (^.e., there is ' unity of Vidya), on 
account of the non- difference (of the -object 
of meditation). 

InHhe Agnirahasya in the Yaiasaneyi Sakha 
there is a Vidya called Sandilya Vidya, in which 
occurs the passage, ^‘Let him meditate on the Self 
which consists of mind’* etc. (Sat. Br. Madhy. 10, 
*6. 3. 2). Again in the Brihadaranyaka, which 
belongs to the same Sakha we have, “This Being 
identified with the mind” etc. (Brih,. 5. 6. 1). 
I3o these two passages form one Vidya, in which the 
phrticulars mentioned in either text are to be com- 
bined, or are they different Vidyas? The Sutra 
■says that they are one Vidya, since the object of 
meditatioh in both cases is the Self consisting of 
mind. The rule as regards the combining of parti- 
•culars of a similar Vidya in the same Sakha is the 
■same as in the case of such Vidyas occurring in 
different Sakhas. ' Therefore the ‘Sahdilya Vidya 
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Topic 11 : The names TAhaT\ ami ^Ahaml of 
fhe Supreme Brahman, ns abiding in the sun and in 
the right eye respectirely, given in Brih. 5. •5.' 1-2) 
k'.annot he combined, as those are two separate 
Vidyds. > 

11 11 

account of tKc connection T^J^like this 
in other cases siRf also. ; 

20. In other cases also (e.g. in the 
Vidya of the Satya Brahman) on account 
of the connection {ie., the object. , oL the 
.meditation being ,tlie .Satya Brahman) (we 
have to combine particulars) like this (i.e,. 
•as in the Sandilya Vidya), ' 

This Sutra sets forth the view of the opponent. 

h‘, Satya is JJrahman That which is Satya is 

.t.hat sun— the heinpf, who is in that orb and the 
.heing' who is in the right eye”. (Brih. 5. 5. 1-2), 
This gives the abode of the. $atya' Brahman with 
respect to the gods and the body, and two secret 
names of the Satya Brahman are alfto taught in 
connection with these abodes;; the ’former is ‘Ahar’ 
■and the latter ‘Ahain.^ ISlow on the analogy of the 
"Sandilya Vidyt; since the object' ' o.f ’ meditation is 
■one, liiz. the Satya- Brahman, we must comhine the 
particulars, .Therefore .both the napies. ‘Ahar’ and 
^Aham’ have to be combined with respect to Satya 
■ ’Bra!hman.'- ‘ 
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^ Rather not on account of difference.', 

21. Rather not (so) on account of the 
difference (of abode). 

This Sutra refutes the view of the previous 
Sutra. Though the Yidya is one, still owing t(>> 
difference in abodes the object of meditation, 
becomes different; hence the different names. 
Therefore these cannot be exchanged or combined. 

RR II 

(The scripture) declares ^ also. 

22. (The scripture) also declares, 
(that). 

' The scripture distinctly states that the attri- 
butes are not to be combined, but kept apart; for it 
compares the two persons, the person in the sun 
and in the right eye. If it wanted the particulars- 
to be combined, it would not institute such a 
comparison. 

Topic 12: Attributes of Brahman mentionecV 
in Rdnayaniya-Jihila are not to be taken into consi- 
deration in other Brahv^ Vidyds e.g. the Sdndilya 
Vidyd, as the former is an independent Yidya, on 
account of the difference of Brahman’s abode, 

II II 

Supporting (the universe) pervading; 
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tlie sky 3?!^ also and for the same reason (as 
in the previous Sutra). 

23, For the same reason (as in the 
previous Sutra) the supporting (of the 
universe) and pervading of the sky (attri- 
buted to Brahman in the Ran^yaniya- 
khila) also (are not to be included in other 
Upasanas of Brahman). 

In a supplementary text of the Ranayaniyas 
there occurs the passage, “The powers, which were 
collected together, were preceded by Brahman; the 
pre-existent Brahman in the beginning pervaded 
the whole sky.” Now these two qualities of Brah- 
man are not to be included in other places treating 
of Brahma VidyS for the same reason as is given in 
the last vSutra, viz, difference of abode. Moreover, 
Ihese qualities and those mentioned in other Yidyaa 
like the Saiidilya Yidya are of such a nature as to 
exclude each other, and are not suggestive of each 
other. The mere fact of certain Yidyas being con- 
nected with Brahman does not constitute their 
unity. Brahman, though one, is, on account of its 
plurality of powers, meditated upon in manifold 
ways. The conclusion therefore is that the TTpa-' 
■Sana referred to in this Sutra is an independent 
Yidya standing by itself. 
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, ; Topic lo : The Purmhc^ Vidyd in the ChJuhi- 
dogya and the Taittiriija arc not one. 



I As in the Pumsha Vidy9. (of the 

‘ Chhtodogya) ^ .and of the others 37?iI5IFiTcL 

not being mentioned (in the Taittiriya). 

24:. And :(since the qualities) as (men- 
tioned) in the Purusha Vidya (of the 
Chhandogya) are not mentioned (in that) 
tof the others (i.e- in the Taittiriya) (the 
.two Purusha Vidyas are not one). , 

' In the last Sutra the Yidyas were held to he 
(different as there was- no recognition of the funda- 
. mental attribute : of .the one Yidya in . the other. 
‘This Sutra cites an example where such a funda- 
/mental attribute occurs in both. On this ground 
the opponent' argues that the Two Yidyas are one, 
An the Chhandogya. there is a. Yidya about man in 
^wdrich he is identified wdt.h the sacrifice ; “Man is. 
The, sacrifice.” In the Taittiriya Aranyaka (lOv 
64) also occurs a similar Yidya where man is .so, 
.identified: “Por, him who knows thus, the self of 
The sacrifice is the.sacrificea’” etc. The fundamen- 
Tal attribute re^eirreicl to. is that man is identified 
, ’with sacrifice in both. This Sutra' says that in 
‘sp.ite of this, tke two Yidyas' are not one, for the 
‘'details- differ.' Moreover, the result of the - Yidya 
in the Taittiriya is the attainment mf the greatness 
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of Braliman, while that of the Ohhandogya is long' 
life. Therefore the two Yiclyas are separate, and 
there can he no combination of particulars in the 
two places. 

Topic 14: Vetachsd Mmitms lilcc '‘‘Fierce 
the lohole (body of the enemy)’’ etc. and sacrifices 
mentioned at the beginning of • certain IT pani shads 
do not form part of the Brahma Vidyd included in 
the Upanishads. 

Piercing etc. 3f4^^becans6 they have a 
different meaning. ' ‘ . 

25. (Certain Mantras relating to) 
piercing etc. ('are not part of the Vidyas 
though mentioned near by) because they 
have a different meaning. 

At the beg-inning of the Upanisharl of the 
Atharvanikas we have, “Pierce the whole (body of 
the enemy), pierce his heart” etc. Similarly at 
the beginning of other Upanishads of other Sakhas 
we have Mantras. The question is, whether these 
Mantras and the sacrifices referred to in the Brah- 
manas in close proximity to the Upanishads are to 
be combined with the Vidyas prescribed by these 
Upanishads. The Sutra says that they are not to 
be combined, for their meaning is difierent, inas- 
much as they indicate acts of a sacrifice and therci- 
fore have no connection with the Vidyasi.; The 
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piercing, for example, is connected with, some 
ceremony to destroy one’s enemy. 

Topic. IS: The statement made in one of the 
texts that the good aitd evil deeds of a person who 
has attained Knowledge go to his friends and ene- 
mies respectively , is valid for all texts where dis- 
carding of good and evil Karma hy such a person 
is merit ioned. 

II 

Where (only) the discarding (of good and 
evil) is mentioned 5 but on account 

of the word ‘receiving' being supplementary (to the 
word ‘discarding') as in the 

case of Kusas (sticks for keeping count of hymns)# 
metres, praise, and recitation cl?l.that has been 
stated (by Jaimini). 

26. But where (only) the discarding 
(of good and evil) is mentioned, (the 
receiving of this good and evil by others has 
to be included), on account of this word, 
‘receiving' being supplementary (to the 
word ‘discarding’), as in the case of Kusas, 
metres, praise, and recitation. That {viz. 
that it should be so done) has been stated 
(by Jaimini in Purva Mimtosa). 

Having dealt with the combination of 
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partiexilars with respect to similar Yidyas, the 
iuithor now proceeds to deal with the combination 
of the effects with respect to the Upasaka. 

Jaimini has said that statements with respect 
to KnsaSj metres, praise, and hymns have to be 
completed from other texts. In some places Knsas 
,are vsiinply mentioned, but another text specifies 
that they are to be made of fig wood. The first Srnti 
wili have to be completed in the light of the other. 
.Similarly with respect to metres, praise, and recita- 
tion. This principle is here applied to the effects 
of the ITpasaka’s actions in connection with the 
Yidyas mentioned in the TJpanishads. \Ye find 
-(certain texts mention the discarding of good and 
•evil by a pea-son attaining Knowledge. Yide Chh. 
■iJ. 13, Another text not only mentions this, but 
also add.s that the good and evil are obtained by his 
friends and enemies respectively. Yide Kan, 1. 4. 
This Sutra .says that the obtaining of the good and 
.(tvil by his friends and enemies has to be inserted 
in the Ohhandogya text, according to Jaimini’s 
])rinciple explained above. 

This Sntra may also be explained in another 
way if the discussion on ‘discarding’ is different. 
It may be argued that the verb ‘Dhu’ in the text 
■of the Chhandogya and Kaushitaki may be inter- 
preted as trembling and not as getting rid of, in 
which case it would mean that good and evil still 
•cling to a person who attains Knowledge, though 
their effects are retarded owing to the Knowledge. 
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Tliis Sutra says that such a nieauing is not correct, 
for the subsequent portion of the text in the Kau- 
shitaki shows that others get this good and evil, 
and this is not possible unless the person who- 
attains Knowledge discards them. 

Topic 10 : The discording of good and evil hi/ 
the knower of Brahman takes place at the 'time of 
death aiul not on his way to Brahmaloka. 

^ II II 

At the time of death there 

being nothing to be attained so also f| for 
others. 

27. (He who attains Knowledge gets 
rid of his good and evil works) at the time 
of death, there being nothing to be obtain- 
ed (by him on the way to Brahmaloka 
through works); 'for other texts also say so. 

The question is raised as to when the indivi- 
dual soul gets rid of the effects of its good and evil 
works. '‘He comes to the river Viraja and crosses, 
it by the mind alone, and there he shakes off goodl 
and eviF’ (Kau. 1. 4). On the basis of this text 
the opponent holds that the effects are got rid of on 
the way to Brahmaloka and not at the time of 
death. This Sutra refutes it and says that the- 
man of realization. gets rid of them at the time of 
■death. The Sanchita and Ag^i Karma (work) is- 
destroyed with Knowledge and the Prarabdha is; 
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destroyed at death. So at the time of death he is 
rid of all effects of his good .and evil deeds. The 
reasons for this conclusion, are : On the y^ay tO' 
Brahmaloka, the destination of the knower of 
Brahman, it is not possible to discard good and 
evil effects for then the soul has no gross body, and 
so cannot practise any Sadhana that will destiuy 
them. Nor does the soul experience anything on 
the way, for which one would have to admit thg 
persistence of good and evil till then. Bather they 
are destroyed by the Yidya practised by the aspi- 
ralit before he leaves thie .body. The scripture also 
says, ‘Having shaken off his evil as a horse shakes , 
off his hairs” etc. (Chh. 8. 13. 1). Moreover, it;i,s 
not possible to cross the river Viraja unless oTie is 
free from all good aiid evil. Therefore we have to 
take it that all the good and evil are discarded at 
the time of death and the Kaushitaki text has to 
be explained accordingly. 

li 

According to his' liking on 

account of there being harmohy between the two, 

28. (The interpretation that the indi- 
vidual soul, practising Sadhana) according 
to his liking (gets rid of good and evil whilfe 
living, is reasonable) on account of there' 
being harmony (in that case) between the- 
two {viz. cause and effect as well as bet- 
ween the' ChhAndogya and another Sruti).! 
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Since tlie individual soul attains Braliman 
•after death as a result of the Vidya, why not under- 
stand that the getting rid of good and evil, the 
result of the Vidya, is also attained after death? 
Not so, for it is possible to practise Sadhana to 
■one’s liking only during one’s life time, and from 
ISaclhana alone results the destruction of good and 
evil. And it is not reasonable to say that the cause 
being there, the effect is delayed till some time 
after death. Therefore there is harmony between 
the texts quoted above. The attainment of Brah- 
■maloka is not possible so long as there is a body, 
but there is no such difficulty about the shaking 
off of good and evil. 

Topic 17 : The knower of the Saguna Brahman 
alone goes hy the path of the gods after death and 
not the knower of the Nirguna Brahman. 

fl: W'K^W 

Of the soul’s journey (after death) along the 
path of the gods utility in two ways 

otherwise % for a contradiction. 

29. (The soul’s) journey^ along the 
path of the gods is applicable in two ways 
{i.e. differently), for otherwise (there would 
.result) a contradiction. 

A question is raised that just as the getting 
rid of good and evil is understood as being followed 
by their acceptance by others, so also the journey 
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after death, along the Devayana, the path of the 
gods, which is sometimes mentioned as following 
the discarding of good and evil, is common to all 
IJpasakas, those of the Nirguna as well as the 
Saguna Brahman. This Sutra says that it is true 
only of the worshipper of the Saguna Brahman,, 
for Brahmaloka being located elsewhere in space, 
th.e journey has a meaning in his case only. But 
the knowledge which results from absorption in the' 
hTirguna Brahman is merely the destruction of 
ignorance. So what meaning has journey for 
such a person? If the journey applies to him also,, 
then it would contradict Sruti texts like, “Shaking 
ofi good and evil, free from passions, he reaches- 
the Highest Unity” (Mu. 3. 1. 3). How can one 
who has become Brahman, the pure, the one- 
without movement, go to another place by De- 
vayana? vSince he has already attained his goal,. 
viz. unity, the journey along the Devayana is 
meaningless for him. Therefore the woivshipper 

of the Saguna Brahman alone goes by the- 
Devayana. 

ii ii 

OTWJ Is reasonable for the char- 

acteristics which render snch journey possible are 
seen as in the world. 

30. (The differentiation mentioned 

above) is reasonable, for the characteristics 
which render such a journey possible are 
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'seen (in the case of Saguna Upasana but 
not in that of Nirguna Upasana); as (is 
: seen) in the world. 

The (liferentiation between the paths of the 
worshippers of the Sagnna and Nirgnna Brahman 
is reasonable, because the cliaracteristics or reasons 
for such a journey of the worshipper of the Saguna 
Brahman, are seen in the Yidya described in the 
Biaushitaki TJpanishad. For the texts mention 
certain results which can be attained by the wor- 
• shipper only by going to different places, such as 
mounting the couch and holding conversation with 
Brahman. But with perfect Knowledge or des- 
truction of ignorance, which results. from Kirguna 
Bpasana, no purpose is served by such a journey. 
'The distinction is analogous to what is seen in the 
world. To reach a village Ave have to go by the 
path which leads to it. But no such journey is 
required to get rid of our illness. 

Topic 18: All the wnrahippers of the laguna 
Brahman go after death hg the path of the gods io 
Brahmaloha, and not merely those who hnow the 
Panchdgni Vidyd etc., wherein such ' d path is 
-specifically nnentioned, 

orfepT: (There is) no restriction (Devay^na 

"applies equally) to all (Vidy^s of the Saguna 
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BrahmaiO 371^5^: there is non- contradiction ^-37g- 
as is seen from the Sruti and Smriti. 

31. (The passage of the soul by the 
path of the gods) is not restricted (only to 
■(.’ertain Vidyas of the Sagiina Brahman) ; 
(it applies equally) to all (Vidyas of the 
ftaguna Brahman). There is no contradic- 
tion, as is seen from the Sruti and Smriti. 

In the Panchagni Viclya of the Chhandogya 
tile result of such a meditation is said to he the 
passage after death to Brahnialoka hy the path of 
the gods (Devayaiia). J3ut such a result is not 
’explicitly stated in the case of the Yaisvanara 
Vidya. The question is -whether through this 
Yidya also one goes after death along the Devayana 
m* not. Tliis Sutra says that all worshippers of 
the Saguua Brahman, wliate-ver their Yidyas, go 
after death hy this path. Tor so it is seen from the 
Sruti and Smriti. “Those who meditate thus 
(tlivougli Panchagni Yidya) and also those who 
meditate in tile forest endowed with Rraddha and 
Tapas goby the path of the gods’ ^ (Chh. 5. 10. 1). 
This text clearly shows that those who meditate 
upon these five fires, and those dwellers in the 
forest who, endowed with faith and austerity, 
worship the Saguua Brahman through any other 
Yidya,, both go by the path of the gods. Por the 
support of this view by the Smriti see Gita '8. 26.' ' 
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Topic 19: Perfected 'souls 'may he reborn for 
fulfilment of some divine mission. 


So long as the mission is not fulfilled 
(there is corporeal) existence of 

those who have a mission to fulfil. 

32. Of those who have a mission to 
fnifil (there is corporeal) existence, so long 
as the mission is not fulfilled. 

Rishi Apantaratama was horn again as Yyasa, 
Sanatkumara was horn as Skanda. So also other 
Rishis like Yasishtha and htarada were horn again.. 
Now these Rishis had attained the knowledge of' 
Brahman, and yet they had to he rehom. If that 
is so, what is the utility of such knowledge of 
Brahman? — says the opponent. This Sutra refutes, 
it and says that ordinarily a person after attaining 
Knowledge is not reborn. But the case of those- 
who have a divine mission to fulfil is difierent. 
Those perfected sages have one or more births until’ 
their mission is fulfilled, after which they are not 
born again. But then they never come under the 
sway of ignorance although they may he reborn. 
Their case is analogous to that of a Jivanmukta,. 
who even after attaining Knowledges continues his 
corporeal existence as long as the Prarahdha 
Karma lasts. The divine mission of these people- 
is comparable to the Prarahdha Karma. 
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fopic 20: 'I' he negaUae attributes of Bmh- 

uum mentioned, in various texts are to he oomhined 
in all meditations on Brahman. 

^=^11 11 

Of the conceptions of the (negative) 
attributes of the Immutable (Brahman) 5 but 
oombination on account of the similar- 

ity (of defining Brahman through denials) and the 
object {viz. Immutable Brahman) being the same 
'sW'il«(?Tas in the case of the Upasad (offerings) cR it 
=3“^ has been said (by Jaimini). 

33. But the conceptions of the (nega- 
tive) attributes of the Immutable (Brah- 
man) are to be combined (from different 
texts where the Immutable- Brahman is 
treated, in all meditations on the Immut- 
able Brahman, as they form one Vidya), on 
account of the similarity (of defining the 
Immutable Brahman through denials) and 
the object (the Immutable Brahman) being . 
the same, as in the case of the Upasad 
(offerings). It has been said (by Jaimini in 
Purva Mimfimsfi). 

“0 Gargi, the Imowers of Brahman say 
Immutable (Brahman) is that. It is neither gross, 
nor minute, neither short nor long” etc.. 
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(Brih. 3. 8. 8). Again we have. “The supieme 
’knowledge is that by which the Immutahle (Biuii- 
ijian) is attained. That which is imperceivahlc, 
imgraspahle’’ etc, (Mn. 1. 1. 5-6). The question is 
whether the negative attributes in these two texts 
are to be combined so as to form one Yidya. or 
they are to be treated as two separate Yidy^s. The 
opponent holds that these attributes do no't directly 
wspecify the nature of Brahman like the positive 
attributes, bliss, truth, etc., and so the principle 
established in Sutra 3. 3. 11. does not apply bore, 
foi‘ no purpose is served by such a combination. 
So each denial is valid only for the text in which 
it oc.curs and not for other places. This the Sutra 
refutes and says that such denials are to he eoin- 
bined, for the method of teaching Brahman 
through denial is the same, and the object of ins- 
truction is also the same, viz. the Immutable 
Brahman. The rule of Sutra 3. 3. 11 applies here 
also, though there we were concerned with positive 
attributes and here with negative attributes which 
teach Brahman hy an indirect method. The case 
is analogous to the TJpasad offerings. The Man- 
tras for giving these offerings are found only in 
the Sama-Yeda. But the priests of the Yajur- 
Yeda use this Mantra given in the other Yeda. 
This principle is decided by Jaimini in Purva 
Mimamsa. Similarly here also in the meditation 
on the Immutable (Brahman) the negative atlTi- 
butes have to he combined. 
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On account of describing as this 

anucii. 

34. Because (the same thing) is des- 
cribed as such and such- 

‘‘Two birds of beautiful plumage . . . one of 
them eats the sweet and bitter fruits thereof, the 
other witnesses without eating” (Mu. 3. 1. 1). 
Again we have, “There are tht‘ iw’o . , . enjoying 
t]u> rc^sults of their good deeds” etc. (Jvatli. .1 . 3. 1). 
In two texts do we have two different 

Tidyas, or one only? The opponent holds that 
these are two Vidyas, for unlike the meditation on 
the immutable, wdjere the object of meditation 
wais one, as shown in the previous Sutra, here 
there are different tibjeots of meditation. That it 
is so is clear, for of the texts cited above, the 
Mundaka text says only one eats the fruit, while 
the other does not; in Katha, however, both of 
them enjoy the results of their good actions. So 
the object of meditation is not identical. The 
'Sutra refutes it and says that they form, one Vidya, 
for both describe tire same Lord as existing thus 
and dius, i.e. in the form of the diva. In other 
words, the object of the two texts is to teach about 
the Supreme Brahman and show the identity of 
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the Jiva and Brahman. It has been ex])ia,med in 
]. 2. 11 that the Supreme Lord does not actually 
enjoy the fruits of actions, but is said to do so 
because of Ilis being meirtioned along with the 
Jiva, which does, as when we say, ‘The men with 
the uinbrella’, where only one of them has the 
umbrella. Therefore the object of the meditation 
being one, the Yidyas are also one. 

’J\>i>}r .-.V; Brihadunmijuka 3.4.1 mid 3.3.1 
constitute one Vidyd. 

31?^ As being the innermost of all in 

the case of the elements ( teaching ) of the 

same Self. 

35. The same Self (is taught) as being 
the innermovst of all, as in the case of the- 
elements. 

In the Brihadarauyaka we find ITshasta 
questioning Yajnavalkya thus: “Explain to me 
the Brahman that is immediate and direct — the 
self that is within alP'; and Yajnavalkya replies: 
“That which breathes through Prana is your self,, 
that is within till/’ (Brih. 3. 4. 1).’ In the same' 
IJpanishad 3. 5. 1. to the same question put by 
Kahola, Y'ajnavalkya replies; “That which 
transcends hungei' and thirst, grief and delusion, 
decay and death. Knowing this very Self” etc. 
The opponei\t holds that these two are separate- 
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Vidyas, because the answers {?iven being different, 
the objects referred to mnst be different. The 
Sutra refutes this and says that the object is one, 
the Supreme Self, for it is impossible to conceive 
two Selves being simultaneously the innermost of 
all in the same body, even as none of the live 
elements constituting the body can be the inner- 
niost of all in the true sense of the term, though 
I'elutively one element can be inside another. 
Similarly one Self alone can be the innermost of 
all. Therefore the same Self is taught in. both the 
answers. 

II 

5RRPIT Otherwise the repetition cannot 

b<i accounted for ^ ’^ff.if it be said not so 
^=vR3?)i,bke another instruction (in the Chhandogya). 

36. If it be said (that the two Vidy^s 
are separate, for) otherwise the repetition 
cannot be accounted for, (we say) not so; 
(it is) like (the repetition) in another 
instruction (in the Chhandogya). 

An objection is raised that unless the two 
texts refer to two different Selves, , the repetition 
of ihe same subject would be meaningless. This 
Sutra, says that it is not like that. The repetition 
. has a signilicance. It is intended do make the 
■student understand the subject more convincingly 
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from diSereat angles, and so tiie repetition doep- 
3iot justify us to take tkat two different Selves are 
taught here, even as the repetition of the teaching 
‘Thou art Tha^’ nine times does not entitle us to 
take the whole teaching in the Ohhandogya as 
more than one Vidya. The. difference in answer is 
due to the fact that the second answer tells some- 
thing special about the Seif. In the first it is 
taught that the Self is different from the body; in 
the se(;oud, that It is beyond relative attributes. 

Toy'u- The Sr at/ v.ujoinx reciprocal medita- 

tion in Ait. Ar. 2. 2. 4. (i and not merely one way. 

n II 

Reciprocity (of meditations) (the 

scriptures) prescribe (this) f? for ^di«<<as in other 
cases. 

37 . (There is) reciprocity (of medita- 
tion), for the scriptiircvS prescribe this, as 
in other cases- 

In the Aitareya Ara.nyaka we have, “What I 
am. that He is; what He is, that am 1” (2. 2. 4. 6). 
The question hero is whether the meditation is to 
be of a reciprocal nature, i.e, identifying the wor- 
shipper with the being in the sun, and then, 
inversely, identifying the being in the sun with 
the worshipper; or only in the first named way. 
The opponent holds that the meditation is to be 
one way only’ and not in the reverse way also. 
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For tile first meditation Fas a meaning, inasmuch 
as it raises the Jiva to the level of Brahman,, 
hut lowering Brahman to the Jiva state is meaning- 
less. The present Sutra refutes this view and 
says that the meditation is to he both ways, for 
otherwise such a statement would be useless, Sruti 
expressly prescribes the reverse meditation, even 
as it prescribes elsewhere that the Lord is to be 
meditated upon as having true determination 
(iSatya Sankalpa) and so on. This is not lowering 
Brahman, since He who has no body can be wor- 
shipped even as possessing a form. 

Topic 24: Ilnihadanmijaka 0. 4, 1. and o. o. 2 
treat of one Vidyd about Satya Bralurmi. 

^er fk. II II 

^ The same (Satya-Vidy^i) ^ because 
(attributes like) Satya etc. 

‘38. The same (^atya-Vidya is taught 
iit both places), because (attributes like) 
ISatya etc. (are seen in both places). 

In the Brihadaranyaka 5. 4, 1 we have. “He 
who knows this great, adorable, first bom (being) 
as the Satya Brahman, conquers these worlds.’^ 
Again in 5. 5. 2 we have, “That which is Satya is 
that sun — ^the being who is in that orb and the 
being who is in the right eye ... he destroys 
evils.” Are these twO' Satya-Vidyas one or different? 
The Sntra says that they are one, inasmuch as the 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


tiecioiid text refers to tiie Satya of tlie earlier text 
hy saying, “That which is Satya” etc. But it may 
he said that the res\ilt of these two meditations is 
different, as is seen from the texts : In the first it 
is said that such a person o.onquers these worlds, 
and in the second, that he destroys evils. In 
reality, however, there is only one result in both 
cases, and the mention of result in the latter case 
is merely hy way of ].>raiHe of the further instruc- 
tion given about Satya. 

7'op/r ,26: Alt riba fcfi nu'.ntltmed in Clili. 8. 1. 1 
n-nd Brih. 4, 4, 22 are to he combined on account 
•of a number of ronimon features in both the texts. 

(True) desire etc. in the other ^ 
(those mentioned) in the other ^ and on 

account of the abode etc. 

39. (Qualities like true) desire etc- 
(mentioned in the Chh^ndogya are to be 
inserted) in the other {i.e. in the Brihad- 
dranyaka) and (those mentioned) in the 
other (i.e. in the Brihadaranyaka are also 
to be inserted in the Chh^ndogya), on 
account of the abode etc. (being the same in 
both). 

In the Chhandogya 8. 1. 1 we have, “There is 
the city of Brahman and in it the palace-like lotus 
and in that the small ether . .. , That is the 
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Belt” etc. Again in the lirihadaranyaka 4., 4. 22 
we have, “That great birthless Self which is iden- 
tified with the inteJlect . . . lies in the ether 

that is within the heart.” The question is whether 
the two constitute one Yidya and hence the parti- 
culars are to he combined, or not. The Sutra says 
that they form one V’'idya, and the qualities men- 
tioned in each are to be, combined in the other, for 
many points are common to both. There is the 
■same abode, the same Lord is the object of medi- 
tation, and so ■ on. Inhere is, however,, one diher- 
ence between the two texts. The Chhandogya. 
treats of the Saguuu llrahman while the Brihad- 
Aranyaka treats of the Nirguna Brahman. But 
then as the Saguua Braliman is in reality one with 
the Nirgnna, this vSntra prescribes combination of 
qualities for glorifying Brahman, and not for the 
purpose of Ilpasana. 

Topic 2() : Prdini/jiiiliothi i\ccii iiol hr ohserued 
■cm (La-jjs of fast. 

II 11 

On account of tin; respect shown 3?^: 
there can be no omission. 

40. On account of the respect shown 
(to the Pranagnihotra by the Srnti) there 
can be no omission (of this act). ’ 

This Sutra gives the view of the opponent. 

In the Vaisvanara Yidy^ of the Chhandogya 
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the Upastiktu before he takes his meals is asked first 
to ofier food to each of the Pranas, saying, “To 
Prana I offer this.” The Srnti attaches snch im- 
portance to this Pranagnihotra that it enjoins food 
to be offered to the Pranas even before entertaining 
guests, whom all Hindus are supposed to attend 
before they take any food. The question is whether 
this Pranagnihotra is to be observed even on days 
of fasting. This Sutra says that there should be 
no omission of it, and so it must be observed even 
cm fast days by sipping at least a few drops of 
water, since the vSruti attaches such importance 
to it. 

When food is served from that ?rat- 
d^dldLfor so (the Sruti) declares. 

41. When food is served, from that 
(the Pranagnihotra is to be performed), 
for so (the Sruti) declares. 

This refutes the view expressed in the last 
Sntra and says that the Pranagnihotra need not be 
performed^ on fasting days, for the Sruti says. 
“Therefore the first food which comes is meant for 
Homa. And he who offers that first oblation should 
offer it to Prana, saying Svaha” (Chh. 5, 19. 1). 
The importance given by the Sruti is only to the 
effect that the first portion of the food, on those 
days when it is taken, should be offered to tho 
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Piuuas, and not that it should be observed even on 
fasting days. 

Tapir :T/ : IJpu.'tannK mriUionrd in conncciwn with 
certain itarrifices arc not parts of thenv and hence 
are not inseparahly connected with them. 

11 

No rule about the inviolability 
of that that being seen (from the Sniti) WF; 

separate for QTsfe''*?? non-obfitruction result. 

4:2. There is no rule about the inviola- 
bility of that {i.e. Upasan^s connected 
with certain sacrifices); that is seen (from' 
the Sruti itself); for a separate effect 
(belongs to the Upasanas), oiz. non-obstruc- 
tion (of the results of the sacrifice). 

The question whether certain Upasanas men-^ 
tioned with some .sacrifices are part of those saori- 
fices and therefore inseparably connected with 
them, is taken up for discussion. This Sutra says 
that such Upasanas do not foi-m a part of the sacri- 
fice, for there is no rule as to their inseparability. 
On the other hand the scripture clearly says that: 
the sacrifice can be iierformed with or without 
them. “Therefore both he who knows this, an'l he 
who does not, perform the sacrifice” (Chh. 1. 1 . 10). 
See also Chh. 1. 10. 9. The Sruti, moreover, men- 
tions a separate effect of the UpasanSls apart from- 
that of the sacrifice^, V7,z. the non-obstruition (i.e. 
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.euluiiK'.ement} oi: l4ie results of the sacrifice. “Tiu« 
sacrifice which a man performs with knowledge etc . 
is more powerful’’ (Chh. 1. 1. 10). It means that 
the original sacrifice would have got its own results, 
hut the Upasana enhances tho’se results. So the 
results of the sacrifice with or without the TJpasana 
are different. Therefore the Upasana does 
not form i)art of the sacrifice, and hence may 
may not he performed according to the pleasure 
-of the sacrificer. Non-ohstruction may he ex- 
plained thus: The sacrifice without the Upasana 
have had the prescrihecl results, hut the 
'Upasana prevents any ohstruction to those results. 
Tliis, however, does not make it a part of the sacri- 
fice. Sometimes the results of the sacrifice are 
delayed owing to the intervention of any had 
Karma of the sacrificer, hut the Upasana destroys 
'the effect of that, and the results are attained 
earlier. Here, however, the sacrifice does not 
depend upon the Upasana for its results, though 
they might have been delayed. Hence the Up§,sana 
is not a, part of the sacrifice, and is therefore 
•optional. 

i. - Topic :2,S: M (‘(lira f ion. K on V apn and Ptuina ar<> 
io be kept .iajnitate in .'ipife of fJie a^serhtial onene.^s 
*of theae two. 

11 

- As in the ease of the offerings exactly 

"cf^Ithat ^3^ has been stated. 


;{.? 5 . 44 ] 
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43. (The meditations on Vayu and' 
Prana are different owing to their different 
functions, though the two are essentially 
one); (it is) exactly as in the case of the 
offerings (of cakes to Indra the ruler, the- 
monarch, and the sovereign separately) . 
This has been stated (by Jaimini in Purva, 
Mimamsa-Sutras). 

In the Samvarga Yidya of tlie Chhandogya. 
meditation on Prana with reference to the body 
and on Vayn, with reference; to ilie gods is pres- 
cribed. ISTow many texts declare that Prana and 
Y4yu are one in essence. S(» the opponent holds 
that the two meditations can be combined. The- 
Sutra refutes the view and says that they are to be 
kept apart, in spite of the non-difference in nature 
of Vayu and Prana; for their functions due to their 
different abodes are different. 1 nsl as oblations aro 
separately given to Tndra the ruler, the monarch, 
and the sovereign acc.ording to his different capa- 
cities, though he is one god; so the meditations on 
Yayn and Prana have to be kept apart. This prin- 
ciple is est:\blisl\ed by Taimini in Purva 
Mimanisa. 

Tapir Thr iiirs In A ,gnli‘<ihn.sij(j of lh.e 
Brihaddranyaha are not part of the saorifioial act. 
hvi- constitute- a separate Vidyd. 

^ II II 

On acconnt of the abundance cf 
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indicatory marks cl^it (an indicatory mark) f| for 
is stronger ?n^tliat Qlfq also. 

44. On account of tlie abundance of 
indicatory marks (the fires of the mind, 
speech, etc. in the Agnirahasya of the 
Vajasaneyins do not form part of the 
sacrifice), for it (an indicatory mark) is 
stronger (than the context). That also (has 
been stated by Jaimini). 

In Agnirahasya of the Satapatha. Brahmana 
certain hres, named after mind, speech, eyes, etc. 
are mentioned. The question is whether these form 
part of the sacrifice mentioned therein, or form an 
independent Yidya. The Sntra says that in spite 
of the prhn-a facie view which arises from the con- 
text, these constitute an independent Yidya. Tor 
there are many indicatory marks to show that these 
fires form a YidyS.; and indicatory marks are more 
forceful than the context, according to Purva 
Mimams^. 

Alternative forms of the one inentiom^d 
first on account of the context Wtf ought to 

he part of the sacrifice WtWdL like the imaginary 
drink. 

45. (The fires spoken of ip the pre- 
vious Sutra are) alternative forms of the 
one mentioned first (i.e. the actual sacri- 
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ficial lire) on account of the context; (they) 
ought to be part of the sacrifice like the 
imaginary drink. 

Tli(' oppouent ruises a fresli objection. In n 
certain sacrifice a Soma drink is offered to Praja- 
pati. wherein the earth is regarded as the cap and 
the sea as the Soma. This is a mental act only, 
and yet it forms a part of the sacrifice. So these 
fires also, though mental, i.e. imaginary, are yet 
part of the sacrifice, and not an independent Yidya, 
because of the context. They are rather an alter- 
native form, of the first-mentioned actual fire. 

II II 

On acf'onnt of the extension (of th(‘ 
attributes of the first to these fires) ^ and. 

46. And on account of the extension 
(of the attributes of the actual fire to these 
imaginary fires). 

TTie opponent gives a Ciirtlier reason in support 
of his view. The Sruti in that passage attributes 
all the qualities of the actual fire to these imaginary 
fire,s, Hence they are part of the sacrifice. 

11 

Vidya indeed 5 but hecause 

(the Sruti) asserts it. 

47, But (the fires) rather form a 
Vidya, because (the Sruti) asserts it. 
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‘But’ I'efuttjs tlie The Butra 

find tlie fires constitute a V'id.ya., tor tlie text assc^rts 
iliat “Tliey are made of 1vno\vledj>’e only,” and tiiat 
“By knowledg'e and meditation they are made for 
him.” 

II II 

llf'caiisc* (of the indicatory marks) seen ^ 

and. 

48. And because (of the indicatory 
marks) seen. 

The indicatory marks ai'c Ihose referred to in 

Sntra 44. 

11 I 

^Tc^nt^-srat^r^^Bocaust* of the greater force <d the 
Sruti etc. (i.c. indicatory mark and syntacticjd 
connection) and ^ cannot be refuted. 

49. x\nd because of the greater force' 
of the Sruti etc. (i.e. indicatory mark and 
syntactical connection), (the view that the 
fires constitute a Vidy4) cannot be refuted. 

The Sruti directly says, “All these hres are 
kindled with knowledge alone.” The indicatory- 
mark is this; “All beings kindle these fites for 
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alone are these sfires of the worshipper kindled.' 
These three are more forcible than mere cbntext. 


cTlrfill 11^0 j| 

3|^n?i5ITf^[Wq[: From the connection and so on 
(extensiQn etc.) even as other Vidyfi.s 

are separate (it is) seen and this has 

been said (by Jaimiiii). ’ i . 

50; From the connefefcion and' so" on 
(extension etc.) (the fites .constitute a sepa- 
rate Viidya), even as other Vidyd;S’,.(like the 
S^ndilya Vidy a) are separate. And (it is) 
se^n (that in. spite of the context a sacrifice 
is, treated as independent). This has been 
said (by Jaimini in Purva. Mimdms&,- 
Sutras). 

•' This Sutra gives additional reasons in support 
of the viey?' set forth in Sutra 47. The text con- 
nects for purposes of Sampad Ilpdsana (nieditations. 
])ased on resemblance) pUrts of a '^sacrifice: with meh- 
tal activities, e,g. “These fires are started mentally, 
the altars are set up mentally . , ., ey.exything-. 

connected witji this sacrifice is done ; mentally/' 
This is possible only if there is a sharp diFerence 
between things resembling each other. ,,, 

i’The fires form, a separate Vidyi,^ evfen -as the- 
Raftdjlyaf yidyfi', DaharA Vidyfii etc.,' form sdp'arate 
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Vidyas, altkougli mentioned alongf witli sacrificial 
nets. Moreover, it is seen in tke sacrificial portioji 
-of tke Vedas tke sacrifice Avesfiti, tkougli men- 
tioned along with tke Rajasnya sacrifice, is yet 
regarded as an independent sacrifice by ,Taimini 
in his Rnrva Mimamsa-Sntras. 

II II 

q Not in spite of the resemblance 

^3R55^! for it is seen as in the case of death 

q for the world does not become (fi)*e 

because of certain resemblances). 

51. In spite of the resemblance (of the 
fires to the imaginary drink, they do) not 
(form part of the sacrificial act), for it is 
seen (from the reasons adduced that they 
■constitute an independent Vidy^) ; (the 
mental affair here is) as in the case of death, 
for the world does not become (fire because 
of certain resemblances). 

This Sutra refutes the argument of the oppo- 
nent given in Sntra 45. The resemblance cited by 
the opponent there cannot stand, for on account of 
the reasons already adduced, viz. the Sruti, indi- 
catory mark, etc., the fires in question subserve the 
purpose of man only, and not any sacrifice. Mere 
resemblance cannot justify the opposite view. Any- 






BRAHMA- SUTRAS 


405 


tiling can resemble anytking in certain respects ; 
still tile things are different. The resemblance 
^cited is like the common epithet ‘death’ applied to 
fire and the being in the sun. “The being in that 
•orb is death indeed” (Sat. Br. 10, 5. 2, 3). “IFire 
is death” (Brih. 3. 2. 10). This resemblance can- 
not make fire and the being in the snn one. Again 
we have: “This world is a fire indeed, 0 G-otama, 
the snn its fuel” etc. (Ohh. 5. 4. 1). Here from 
the similarity of fnel and so on the earth does not 
.actnally become fire. 

n II 

.From the subsequent (Brahmana) and 
of the text the fact of being such 

on account of the abundance 5 but 
connection. 

52. And from the subsequent (Brah- 
man a) the fact of the text (under discus- 
sion) being such (Le. enjoining a separate 
vidy^) (is known). But the connection (of 
the imaginary fires with the actual fire is) on 
■account of the abundance (of the attributes 
of the latter that are imagined in these 
fires). 

In' a subsequent Brahmana we bave, ‘*By 
knowledge they ascend there where all wishes are 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[3.a.5;j 


40 (> 

i^ttained. Those skilled in works do not go there” 
etc. Here Vidyu is praised and work depreciated, 
i’rom . tliis we find tliat what has been shown, viz.. 
that the fi,res form a V'idya, is the injunction of the ’ 
Sniti, The connection of the fires with the acdual 
fire is not because they form part of the sacrifice,, 
but' because many of the attributes of tlie real fire' 
Hi-e imaig’iued in tlie fires of the Vidya. 


' Toj/ic >}(): Tfi^. Self is a separate entity frorn 
tlie hodry. 

Till now the Upasauas have been dis('ussed.. 
But the utility of Ihese Upasauas depend.s on the 
existene.e of an individual apart from the body who- 
can real) the results of the XJpasanas. In the 
absence of such an individual the TJphsanas and . 
even Ved§,nta teaching* become useless. So in this 
topic'' the existence of an Atman apart from the 
body is taken up for discussion. 

II 

, Some (deny) (the existence) of an 

Atman (besides the body) {^) (for It) 

©xist^ (only) when there is .a body. 

‘ 1 53. Some (deny) (the existence) of an 

Atman (separate from the body), (for It) 
exists ,(only)„when. there is a body. 

■ ' This -Sutra frivCs the view of the Gharv^kas or 
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materialists, wlio deny tlie existence of an Mman 
-otlier than the body. They say that man is only a 
body, having consciousness for its quality, and that 
consciousness is like the intoxicating property thht 
is i)i*oduced when cei'tain materials are put toge- 
ther, none iif which singly is intoxicating. They 
arrive at this (!on(dusioii in this way. Conscious- 
ness is seen to exist only when there is a body. 
Independent of the body it is nowhere experienced. 
Hence it is only a quality of the body. There- 
fore', there is no separate Self in this body. 


^11 

Separateness for (conscious- 

ness) does not exist even when there is the body •{ 
not (so) 3 bi't as in the (iuse of cognition. 

54. But not (so); (a Self) separate 
.(froiu the body does exist); for (conscious- 
ness) does hot exist even when there is the 
body (after death) ; as in the case of 
-cognition. 

Tliis Sutra refutes the view expressed in the 
previous one. Consciousness cannot be a quality 
-of the body, for we do not find consciousness in a 
body after a person dies. So this consciousness is a 
i|uality of something different from and residing 
in the body. Again the Charvakas also accept that 
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tile oognizer is different from tKe thing cognized-. 
If so,, since we experience onr body, we wbo cog- 
nize it must be different from our body; and tkis 
thing which cognizes this body of ours is the Self, 
and (ionsciousness is a quality of this Self, .rather 
its nature. 

Topic 31: Updsands connected wvbh sac'njicial 
acts, 6,g, the Udgitha Updsand^ are iialid for all 
Sdichds. 

^ ft II li 

(Upasanas) connected with parts (of 
sacrificial acts) 3 but s? not to (particular) 

SS/khas % because in each Veda. 

55. But (the Upasanas) connected' 
with parts (of sacrificial acts are) not (res- 
tricted) to (particular) Sakhas only of each 
Veda (but to all its Sakh§,s), because (the 
same Upasana is described in all). 

There are certain Upasanas mentioned in con- 
nection with sacrificial acts, as, for example, the 
meditation on ‘Oin’ which is connected with the 
Udgitha as Prana, or the meditation on the 
Udgitha as the earth and so on. The question is 
whether these meditations are enjoined with refer- 
ence to the Udgitha and so on as belonging to a 
certain Bakh^ of a Veda or as belonging to all its 
Sakhas. The doubt arises because the Udgitha 
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aud so OIL are chanted differently in different 
Sakhas, and as such they may he considered 
different. This Sutra refutes the -view that they 
aie so restricted, because the text speaks of these 
(ipasanas in general, and so they are one in all 
the branches. 

II II 

R5=^l^i^Like Mantras etc. ^ or else 9?^^: there 
is no contradiction. 

56. Or else like Mantras etc. there is 
no ciontradiction (here). 

Just as Mantras etc. mentioned in only one 
Sakha are used in another Sakha with respect to 
that particular rite, so also the TJp^sanas con- 
nected with particular rites in one S§,kha of the 
Veda can be applied to the other Sakhas. 

Topic "TJ: VaisvaTumi Upanand is one entire 
Updsanu. 

OT ft II I) 

On the entire form as in the case of 

sacrifice importance so ^ for (the 

Sruti) shows. 

57. Importance (is given to the medi- 
tation) on the entire form (of Vaisvanara) 
as in the case of sacrifice; for so (the Sruti) 
shows. 
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lii4;lie Chliandof?yH Upanisliad 5. 11-18 wii 
iiave the Vaisvanura Vidya, th.e meditation on the 
(.‘osmic form of. the Lord, where we are asked to 
imagine that His head is the heavens, His eye the 
snn, and so on. In those sections we find difiereiit 
results mentioned for each part of the IJpasaiia. 
For example, the result of meditating on His head 
•as the heavens is : . “ II e eats food, sees his dear 
ones, and- has Vedie glory in his house” 
{Chh. 5. 12. 2). Now the question is whether the 
iSruti here speaks only of one Upasami on the 
whole cosmic form, or also piecemeal Upasanas. 
This Sutra says that it is the former. The separate 
results mentioned for detvnhed Upasanas are to be 
combined into one aggregate with the principal 
meditation. That the Sruti intends only the 
entire Upasana is moreover known from the fact 
that it discourages part Upasana in such expres- 
sions as “Your head wcnild have fallen if you had 
not come to me” (dhh, 5. 12. 2). The case is 
similar to certain sacrifices which include several 
minor sacrifices, the combined result of which 
completes that of the main sacrifices. That only 
one entire Upasana is intended is also inferred 
from the fact that the sec-tion begins tlms : ‘‘"Wliich 
is our Self, which is the Brahman” (Chh. 5. 11. T) 
— which shows that the entire Brahman is sought 
as the object of meditation. It ends also thus : 
“Of that Vaisvanara Self Sutejas is the head” etc. 
(Chh. 5. 18. 2). 
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Topic SS: Various Vidym Uke the Sdndilya 
Vidyd, Dahara Vid/yd, and so on are to he Jcept 
■separate and not ccmihined i/nto one enltdre 
l.^pdsann. 

JfRI Different owing to difference of 

words etc. 

58. (Various Vidyas like the Saadilya, 
Idahara, etc. are) different owing to differ- 
ence of words etc. 

In the last Sutra it was shown that though 
the Sruti mentions meditations on parts of the cos- 
mic form, yet the meditation on the entire form is 
what is intended' by the Sruti. Eollowing this 
ai'gument the opponent says that as the object of 
meditation is the one Lord, we are to combine all 
the different Vidyas like the Sandilya Vidya, 
Lahara Vidya, Satya Vidya, and so on into one 
■ composite meditation on the Lord. This Sutra 
refutes that view and says that these different 
Vidyas are separate, because the Sruti prescribes 
them using different words, ‘He knows’, ‘Let him 
meditate’, ‘T^et him form the idea’, etc. and this 
difference of terms is acknowledged to be a test of 
the difference of acts by Purva Mimamsa. ‘Etc.’ 
refers to other reasons like the difference in quali- 
tie.s. Though the object of meditation is the one 
Lord, yet owing to the differem.’e in qualities that 
are ijuagined in different ITpasanas He is diff’erent. 
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Vidy&s for particular dosiros 3 but, 


Moreover, it is an impossibility to combine all tbe 
various Yidy as into one. So the different Yidyas 
are to be liept separate, and not (Hunbined into one 
general meditation. 

Topic 34; Among Vidyds relating to Brahman 
any one alone should he selected according to 
ortds choice, 

^^55*71 Option on accomit of (all 

A'b'dy&s) having the same result . 

59. There is option (with respect to 
the several VidyPxs), because the result (of 
all the Vidy5,s) is the same. 

As the result of all the A^idyas is the realiza- 
Brahman, it is enough if one takes up any 
them according to his liking and sticks to 
reaches the goal. And once Brahman is 
realized through one of these Yidyas, revsorting to 
another is useless. Besides, to practise more than 
one meditation at a time would only distract one’s- 
mind and thereby retard one’s progress. Therefore 
one must restrict oneself to one particular A^idya. 

•pic 3d: Meditations yielding special desires 
or may not he combined according to liking. 

^TsrrqJTFf 

II 
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dis- 

according to one’s desire one may combine 

^ or not on account of the absence 

of the preceding reason. 

60. But Vidy^s for particular desires- 
may be combined or not according to one’s 
desire on account of the absence of the 
reason (mentioned in the) previous (Sutra), 

In the last Sutra it was said that any one of* 
the Vidyas about Brahman should be taken up,,, 
aud that more than one at a time should not be 
taken up, because each Yidya was quite sufficient 
and more than one would distract the mind. Now 
there are various Yidyas whch are practised not; 
for the realization of Brahman, but to yield some- 
])articular desire. As, for example, in the Chhan- 
dogya II .1.5, 2; 7. 1. 5. The question is whether 
one is to restrict onself to only one of these Yidyas, 
or can practise more than one at a time. This 
Sutra says that as the results are diiferent, uulike- 
that of the Brahma Yidyas, one can take up more 
than one Yidya or not according to one’s pleasure. 

Topic o6 : Meditations connected with meni- 
hers of sacrificial acts may or may not he combined 
according to liJdng. 

n II 

31^5 With regard to^ (meditations) connected 
with members (of sacrificial acts) it is as 

with (the members) with which they are connected. 
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61. With regard (to meditations) 
^connected with members (of sacrificial acts) 
it is as with (the members) with which they 
are connected. 

Sutras 61-64 give the view of the opponent. 
Bift’erent instructions connectetl with a sacrifice 
-are mentioned in the different Vedas. Now the 
scriptures themselves say that all these members 
mentioned in the different Vedas are to be com- 
bined for the d\ie performance of the main one. 
The question now is, what is the rule to be followed 
with respect to the ITpasanas connected with these 
members P This Sutra says that the same iul<* 
which applies to the members ajiplies also to the 
r])asanas connected with them. In other words, 
-ell 1hese ITpasanas are also to be ct)mbined. 

II II 

From the injunction of the Srnti 'W and. 

62. And from the injunction of the 
Sriiti. 

Even as the memhers are scattered in the 
‘different Vedas, so are also the meditations con- 
nected with them. There is no difference as 
regards the injunction of the Sruti with respect to 
-.these meditations. 

SA II 

63., On account of the rectification. 

A further reason is given by the opponent. 
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‘‘Now v(w.ily tliat wlii(3ii is TTdgitha is ‘Om’, 
and tliat wliicli is ‘Om’ is TTdgitlia. (If one knows- 
tiiis) tlien from the seat ('/‘.a. through proper func- 
tioning) of the Hotri (he) rectifies all defectiye 
singing' (of the Ildgatri)” (Chh. 1. 5. 6). Here it 
is said that the mistakes committed by the ITdgMri 
(chanting priest of the Sama-Veda) are rectified by 
the recitation of the Hotri (invoking priest of the- 
Eig-Veda), which shows that the meditations, 
though they are given in the dilferent Vedas, ore 
yet interlinked. So all of them have to be 
observed. 

!l II 

From the Sruti declaring the feat- 
ure ‘Om^ as being common to all the Vedas and. 

64. And from the Sruti declaring the 
syllable ‘Oin’ which is a common feature (of 
the Udgitha Vidya), to be common to all 
the Vedas. 

, “Through this does the Vedic Vidya proceed” 
(Chh. 1. 1. 9k This is said with reference to the 
syllable ‘Omk which is (*omnioii to all the Vedas 
and all the ITp asanas in them. This shows that as 
the abode of all Vidyas is common, so are the 
Vidyas that abide in it, and therefore all of them 
are to be observed. 

^ II 

IT ^ Bather not their correlation 

not being mentioned by the Sruti. 
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4] 6 

65. (The meditations connected 
members of sacrificial acts are) rather not 
(to be combined), as the Sruti does not xsay 
that they are so correlated. 

This and the following Sxitra give the conclu- 
sion. The rule for combining the instructions 
regarding sacrifices that are scattered in all the 
Vedas cannot be applied with respect to the 
IFpasanas connected with them. In the former 
case, if the instructions are not combined, the 
sacrifice itself will fail. But not so if the Bpasamis 
are not practised, for npasanas only enhance the 
results of the sacrifice. (Vide 3. 3. 42). They are 
not inseparable from the sacrifice. So they may 
or may not be practised. 

II 

Because the Sruti says so and. 

66. And because the Sruti says so. 

“The Brahman ('superintending priest) who 
hnows this protects the sacrifice, the sacrificei', and 
all the other priesis'" (Chh. 4. IT. 10). This shows 
that the s{;riptures do not intend that all the. 
nleditations should go together. If it were so, 
then all the priests would know all of them and 
there is no sense in the Sruti distinguishing the 
qualified superintending priest from the rest. 

The meditatioms, therefore, may or may not be 
■c(unbine(l according to one^s taste. * 



OHAPTEE III 
Section iv 

In the last section were discussed the Vidyas, 
. the means to the Imowledge of Brahman. This 
section discusses whether this knowledge of Brah- 
man is connected with ritualistic work through the 
agent, or whether it independently serves the pur- 
pose of man (Purushartha). Man tries to attain 
the fulfilment of his desires, discharge of duties, 
acquisition of wealth, and Liberation. The ques- 
tion is whether knowledge of Brahman serves any 
of these purposes, or is merely connected with 
sacrificial acts in so far as it imparts to the agent 
■certain qualification. 

Topic 1: Knmoledge of Brahman is not suhoi 
dinate to sacrificial acts. 

Purpose of man Big': from this from 

the scriptures ^ thus (says) 

1. Eroin this (results) the 
man, because of the scriptures; thus 
BMar%ana. 

Badarayana basing his arguments on the Sruti 
texts says that the knowledge of Brahman effects 
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mun's Jiigliest purpose and is not a part of saoi U 
ficial acts. It leads to Liberation. Tbe scriptural 
uritbority referred to is texts like: “Tbe kiunver 
of the Self goes beyond grief” (Chh. 7. 1. 3); “He 
who knows that Supreme Brahman becomes indeed 
Brahman” '(Mu. 3. 2. 9); “The knower of Brab- 
inan attains the Highest” (Taitt. 2. 1). 

1) ii 

On account of being suppiementary (to 
sacrificial acts) arc mere praise of the 

agent *Is?T even as in other cases ^ thus (says) 
Jaiinini. 

2. Because (the Self) is supplement- 
ary (to sacrificial acts), (the fruits of the 
knowledge of the Self) are mere praise of 
the agent, even as in other cases; thus says 
Jaimini. 

Ace-ording to Jaimini the Vedas merely pres- 
cribe acts to attain certain jmrposes including 
Liberation, and nothing more. He arg'ues that the 
knowledge of the Self dews not yield any indepen- 
dent results, as Vedanta holds, but is connected 
with the acts through the agent. No one under- 
takes a sacrificial act unless he is conscious o^f the 
fact that he is difierent from the body and that 
after death he will go to heaven, where he, will 
enjoy the results of his sacrifices. Texts dealing 
with Self-knowledge serve merely to enlighten the’ 
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ag'eut and so are subordinate to sacrificial acts. 
Tile fruits; bowever, wbicli tiie Vedanta texts 
declare witli regard to Self-kiumdedge are merely 
praise, even as texts declare sneli results by way of 
praise with respect to otlier matters. In short » 
Jainiini holds that by ihe knowledge that his Self 
will outlive the body, the agent becomes qualified 
for sacrificial actions, even as other things become 
fit in sacrifices through purificatory ceremonies. 



Because of the conduct found (from 

the scriptures). 

3. Because we find (from the script- 
ures such) conduct (of men of realization). 

“rJanaka, emperor of Videlia performed a 
sacrifice in which gifts were freely distributed” 
(Brill, 3. 1. 1); “I am going to perform -a sacri- 
fice, sirs” (Chh. 5. 11. 5). Now both Janaka and 
Asvapati were kuowers of tlie Self. If by this know- 
ledge of the Self they had attained Liberation,, 
there was no need for them to iierform sacrifices. 
But the two texts quoted show that they did per- 
form. sacrifices. This proves that it is through 
sacrificial acts alone that one attains Liberation, 
and not through tlie knowledg^e of the Self, as the- 
Vedantins hold. 
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^ II V a 

' Because the scriptures directly <le<-lare 

that. 

4. That {;Diz. that knowledge of ■ the 
Self stands in a subordinate relation to 
sacrificial acts) .the scriptures directly 
'declare. 

“Tliat alone which is performed with Iviiow- 
itidg-(‘, faith, and meditation hecom.es powerful” 
■(Ohh. 1. 1. 10); This- test clearly shows that 
knowletlge is a part of the sacrificial act. 

II ^ II 

5. Because the two (knowledge and 
work) go together (with the departing soul 
to produce the results). 

“It is followed hy knowledge, work, and jjast 
experience” (Brih. 4. 4. 2). This text shows that 
knowledge and work go together with the soul and 
produce the effect which it is destined to enjoy. 
Knowledge independently is not ahle to produce 
-any such effect. 

f^sTRTT II ^ II 

clSldi For such (as know the purport of the Vcda.s) 
(the scriptures) enjoin (work). 

6. Because (the scriptures) enjoin 
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(work) for such (as know the purport of the 
Vedas). 

Tlie s(!riptiires t>ii.join woik only hir tkoso wlio 
hare a knowledge of tlie Yedas, wliicli iuclndes tlie 
knowledge of tlie Self. Hence Knowledge does not 
3ndep(^ndently produce any result. 

II ^ II ^ 

fwn^On accoiint of pref5erU)ed rules and 

7. And on account of prescribed rules. 

“Performing works kere let a man wish to live 

a liundred years” (Is. 2); “Agnihotra is a sacri- 
fice lasting up to old age and death.; for through 
old age one is freed from it or through death.” 
(Sat. Br. 12. 4. 1. 1). . From such pre.scribed rules 
also we .find that knowledge stainls in a subordinate 
relation tO' work. 

5 II II 

.Boc^ause (the si-ripfcures) teach (the 
Supremo Self to be) sojneThiug over and above g 
■ but B^idai-ayana’s (view) TT^I^such i. r. cor- 

rect ^cit^2[FflT^for that fs seen (from the scriptures). 

8. But because (the scriptures) teach 
(the Supreme Self to be) other (than the 
a.gent), Badarayana’s (view is) correct; for 
that is seen (from the scriptures). 

Sutras 2-7 give the view of the Mimamsakas^ 
which is refuted iu Sutras 8-17. 
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Tile Vedaiitii texts do not teneli tlic' liinitodi 
sell!, wliieli is tlie ag'eiit, Init the Supreme Seif,, 
•whieii is different from the ae'eut. Thus the kuow- 
ledg’e of the vSelf which the Tedaiita texts declare 
is different from that knowledge of the self which 
an agent jmssesses. The knowledge of such a Self, 
whicli is free from all limiting adjuncts, not only 
does ^ot help, hut puts an end to all actions. 
That the ’Vedanta tests teach the Supreme Self is 
clear fi’om sucli texts as the following: “He winy 
])erceives all and knows all” (Mn. 1. 1, 9); 
‘'Hnder the mighty j-ulc of this Tmmniahle,, 0) 
(iargi*' etc. (Brih. 3. 8. 9). 

II 

hiqiial % but declarations of the Sruti. 

9. But the declarations of the Sruti 
equally support both views. 

This Sutra refutes the view expressed inr 
Sutra 3. There it was shown’ that Janaka and 
others even after attaining Knowledge were en- 
gaged in work. 'I'his Sutra says that scripturali 
authority equally supports tiie view tliat for. one' 
who has attained Knowledge there is no work. 
“Knowing* this very Self the Brahinanas renounce 
the desire for sons, for Avealth, and for the worlds, 
and lead a mendicant life” (Brili. 3, 5. 1). 
also see from the scriptures that knowers of the- 
Self like Yajnavalkya gave up Avork. “ ‘Thi.s 
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iiiiK'li iiuleed ici (the iiieuus of) iiniiiortaiity, my 
deiiT,' >Soyinf>‘ tluri YajuaYulkyu left home” 
(Brill. 4. 5. 15). The woilc of ^Tanalv.a and others 
was (diaracterized hy non-attachment, and as such 
it was ])rarti(‘ally no so the Minirunsa argu- 

ment is weak. 

II II 

XO. (The declaration of the scripture 
referred to in Sutra 4) is not universally 
true. 

441 e declaration of the Sruti that Itnowledge 
•enhances the fruit of the saeriliee does not refer to 
•all knowledge, as it is connected only with the 
ITdgitha, wlii<’h is tlu' topic of the section. 

II 11 

f^^UTT: (There is) division of knowledge and work 
as in the case of a Imndred (divided between 
two persons). 

11. (There is) division of knowledge 
■and work, as in the case of a hundred 
(divided between two persons).' 

This Sutra refutes Sntra 5. “It is followed 
by knowledge, work, and i^ast exi)erien(*es”' (Brih. 
4. 4. 2). Here we have to toke knowledge and 
•work in a distributive sensoj meaning’ that know- 
ledge follows one and work another. Just as when 
we say -a hundred be given to t]iiese. tAVo persons, 
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divide it into t^vo litdves mid ^‘ive each 
mail fifty. There is no combiuation of the two-. 
Even without thi^ explanation Sutra. 5 can he- 
refuted, Eor the text quoted refers only to laiow- 
ledg'e and worh, which concern the transmigrating' 
soul, and not an emancijiated soul, Eor the- 
pas.sage, “Thus does the man who desires (trans- 
migrate)’^ (Brill, 4. 4. G) shows that the previous, 
text refers to the transmiginting self. And of the- 
emancipated soul tSruti says, “But the man who- 
never de.sires (never transmigrates)” etc. (Brih, 

4. 4. G). 

II 11 

1^2. (The scriptures enjoin work) only 
on those who have read the Vedas. 

This Sutra refutes Sutra C. 

ThovSe who have read the Yedas and known 
about the sacrifices are entitled to perform work. 
No work is presm’ihed for those who liave know- 
ledge of the vSelf from the Upanishads. Such a 
knowledge is incompatible with work. 

^T, 11 li 

il Jsot owing to the absence of any 

specification. 

13. Because there is no special men- 
tion (of the Jnfxiii, it does) not (apply to 
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This Sutra refutes Sutra T. Tlici text quoted 
tlieiB from the Isa I]i)auisliad is a {>‘eneral state- 
ment, and there , is no special mention in it that 
it Ls applicable to a Jnani also. In the absence of 
such a .specification it is not bindino* on him. 

II II 

For the praising (of Knowledge) 
licrmissioii or rather. 

- 14. Or rather the permission (to do 

work) is for praising (Knowledge). 

The injunction to do work for the knowers of 
the Self is for the glorification of this Knowledge. 
The praise involved in it is this : A knoAver of the 
Self may work all his life, but on account of this 
Knowledge he will not be bound by its effects. 

II II 

According to their choice ^ and tif% some. 

15. And some according to their choice 
(have refrained from all work). 

In Sutra 3 it was said that Janaka and others 
wei’e engaged in work even after Knowledge. 
This Sutra says that some have of their own 
accord given np all work. The point is that after 
Knowledge some may choose to Avork to set an 
examjAle to others, while others may give np all 
work. There is no binding on the knoAA-ers of the 
Self as regards work. 
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Destruction ^ and. 

16. And (the scriptures say that the) 
destruction (of all qualifications for work 
results from Knowledge). 

Knowledge destroys all if^iiorance and its 
products like agent, act, and result. “But when 
to tile knower of Brahman everything has become 
the Self, then; what should one see and through 
what” etc. (Brih. 4. 0. 15). The knowledge of 
the Self is antagonistic to all work and so cannot 
possibly be subsidiary to work. 

sast ft II 'i'f II 

To those who observe continence ^ and 
(this Asrama is mentioned) in the scriptures % 
because. 

17. And (Knowledge belongs) to those 
who observe continence (i.e. to Sanny^sins) ; 
because (this fourth Asrama' is mentioned) 
in the scriptures. 

The scriptures declare that Knowledge is 
;gained in that stage of life in which- continence 
is prescribed, i.e, the fourth stage or Sannyasa 
Asrama. To a Sannyasin there is no work pres- 
cribed except discrimination. So how can Know- 
ledge be subservient to work? That there is a 
stage of life called Sannyasa we find from the 




scriptures tliemseh-es in texts like; “There are 
tliree branches of duty; sacrifice, study and 
(‘iiarity are the first!... All these . attain to the 
worlds of the rirtuous; but only one who is firmly 
•established in Brahman attains immortality” 
(.Chh. 2. 2d. 1-2); “Ilesirino- this world (the Self) 
alone monks renounce their homos” (Brih. 4. 4. 
22). See also Mu. 1. 2. 11 and (!hh. 5. 10. 1. 
hlveryone can take to this life without being a 
'householder etc., which sIioavs the independence 
■of Iinowiedge. 


Topic 2: Sanni/dw is pi'cscfibcd hij ilic 
scriptures. 

ft II 

Mcro reference Jaimini there 

iis no injunction ^ and ft hecanse (the script- 

ure) condemns (it). 

18. Jaimini (thinks that in the texts 
.referred to in the last Sutra there is) a mere 
reference (to Sannyfisa), and not injunction, 
because (other texts) condemn- (Sannyasa). 

In the text quoted . in the last Sutra (Chh. 
"2- 23. 1) Jaimini says that as there is no word 
showing- that Sannyasa is enjoined on man, it is a 
mere rfeference and not an injunction. The 
Brihad-aranyaka text quoted in the last vSutra says 
‘ihat some person.s do like that. Sruti here makes 
•a mere statement of .fact. It does not enjoin 
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Saunyasa. Moreover, tile text liere praises stead- 
fastness in Brahman. only one who is 

firmly established in Brahman attains innnorta- 
Jity.” Sacrifi(ie, study, charity, ansterity, student- 
ship, and lifelong celibacy result in the attain- 
ment of the virtuous world. But immortality is 
gained only by him who is hrmly established in 
Brahman. That is what the text says. Further, 
there are other texts which (•(mdenni Sanuyasa. 
“Having brought to your teacher the wealth that 
he likes, do not cut off the line of progeny”' 
(Taitt. 1. 11); “To him who is without a son 
(this) world does not belong” (Taitt. Br, 7. 13. isl- 
and so on. 

|| ii 

Ought to be gone through B&darfi,- 

yana for the scriptural text refers equally to 

all the four Asramas. 

19. Btidarayana (thinks that Saii- 
nyasa or monastic life) also must be gone- 
through, for the scriptural text (cited) 
refers equally to all the four Asramas (stages 
of life). 

In the text cited, sacrifice etc. refer to the- 
householder’s life, penance to Yanaprastlia, 
studentship to Brahmacharya and 'one who is 
firmly established in Brahman’ to Sanhyasa. So' 
the text equally refers to all tlie four stages of 
life. The text relating to the first three stages- 
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refers to wliat is enjoined elsewliere. So also does- 
llie text relating to Sannyasa. Hence Sannyasa, 
also is enjoined and innst be gone tlirongk l)y all. 

II Ro II . 

Injunction ^ or rather as in the case 

of the carfying (of the sacrificial fuel). 

20. Or rather (there is an) iniunctioii' 
(in this text), as in the case of the carrying 
(of the sacrificial fuel). 

This Sutra now tries to establish that there is 
an injunction about Sannyasu in the Chhandogya. 
l)assage cited. There is a Sruti text referring to> 
Agnihotra foi* Ihe manes, which runs- 

as follows: “Let him airprouch, carrying the 
sacrificial fuel below; for above he carries it for 
the gods.” The last clause J aim ini inter x)reis as- 
an injunction, though there is iio word in it to- 
that eliect, because such aii injunction is nowhere- 
else to he fi)und in the scriptures. On account of 
its newness (Apurvata) it is an injunction, 
h'ollowing this argument this vSutra says that iiii 
(Mih. 2. 23. 1 thei’e is an injunction with respect 
to Sannyasa, and not a mere reference, as it. is not 
enjoined anywhere else. Moreover, there are- 
tSruti texts which directly enjoin Sannyasa: “Or 
else he may wander forth from the students’ life,, 
or from the house, or from the forast” (J-ab. 4). 

Again Jaiinini himself says that even glorifica- 
tion, to be relevant, must be in a complimentary' 
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. volution to an injunotioii. In tlio Text cited 
steadfast devotion, to Jirahniau is bein»- jiraised, 

■ and so it has an injuDctive value. Now 
is it ])ossil)le for one (,‘n<.>‘a} 4 ‘ed in saeritieial rites 

■ etc. to be Av-holly devoted to llralnnan? Devotion 
.to Brahiuaa joeans constant meditation on It 
•without any disturbing- thouf^-ht. SucIf a tiling is 
.iin])ossible for a houseliolder engaged in ritualistic 
•work. It is possible only for a 8annyasin who has 
reiuuiiHied all work, and not for others. 

Neither is it true that Sannyasa is prescribed 
••only for tliose who are lame, blind, etc., and 
dherefore, unfit for ritualistic work. The text cited 
.above (Jab. 4} makes no suck difference. More- 
over, Sannyasa, is meant as a, means to the re-alis5u- 
dion of Brahman, and it is to he acquired in a 
.regular presc*ribed way. ‘'The wandering ineiidi- 
• cant with coloured dress, shaven-headejcl, accept- 
ing no gifts, ((ualities himself for the realization 
.of Brahman.” 'Therefore Sannyasa i,s prescribed 
by the scriptures and IvuowUulge, because it is 
tenjoined on Sannyasins, is independent of work. 
.Topic, o : ■ Script fU'dl ulafcnicnt.'i aii in Clih. 1. 1. d 
irhich refer to Vi(li/(t‘^- arc not oierelij ylori- 
fiuaLoni hiii enjoin the meditations. 

ii ii 

Mere praise because of their 

- reference (to parts of sacrificial acts) if it be 

-said not so 3T|«l^^f^oi.i account of its newness. 
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21. If it be said (that references as in- 
Chh. 1.1.3) are mere praise because of their' 
reference (to parts of sacrificial acts), (we- 
say) not so, because here it is mentioned for- 
the first time. 

“Tlini TTdgitlio (Gin) is the be.st essence nt the 
essences, the supreme, deserving* the highest 
place, the eighth” (Ghli. ]. 1. 3), “This earth is 
Rich, and fire Stiman” (Chh. 1. (>. 1). The 
opponent holds that these are mere i)raise, and no 
injunction to meditate on ‘Om’ and so on. These 
passages are akin to, “The ladle is the earth”, 
“The tortoise is the sun”, ^Thich simply glorify 
the ladle and so on. This view of the oi)ponent is 
refuted in the latter half of the Sutra. The- 
analogy is not correct. Glorification to have a 
purpose, must be in conpdimentary relation to an 
injunction. Tlie jjassages ([uoted for analogy 
stand in proximity to injunctive jjassages, and so 
they can be tahen as ;[)rai.se. But the passage of 
the Chhiiiidogya where T'dgifha ‘Oin’ is described, 
as tbe essence of essenc.es, is mentioned in the 
Upanishad, and so cannot he taken along with the 
injunctions about Tidgitlia in tlie Karmakanda. 
As such, on ac'count of the newness it is an injim{’- 
tion and not mere glorification. 


)| 11 

There being words expressive of injunc- 
tion and. 
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'I'l. Aud there being words expressive 
”Of in junction. 

"Let one iireditate on ‘Oin,’ (of) tlie 
(Clih. 1. i. .1;. In this passug-o we liave a elear 
injnnetion 1o meditate, on ‘Cm’. On the face of 
this -we eatmol interpret the text eitecl in the last 
Sutra as mere gdorificatory of ‘Oin’. 

4: The utoriei^ rcronled in fJic Uj)aiii.'<h(iilft 
da ft of .\-erre ihe jfUrpOftc of Fdri plaras (nid so do 
■tiaf foi-ot poH of ihe l^iluf^Usti(’ arts. Tlieij are 
t/iranf to tjloriftj ihe \’id]/d lavglht in- them. 

<nftg=iT8if # IT, Mtftnrimi, ii ii 

For the purpose of P^riplftyas ^ if 
. it t)e said «T not so i^?ll^dc={(?f.on account of (certain 
.storie.s alone) being specified. 

23. If it be said (that the stories that 
-occur in the Upanishads are) for the purpose 
■of Pariplavas, (we say) not so, because 
(certain stories alone) are specified (by the 
Srul'i for this ])urpose). 

In the Aswaniftdha sacrifice, wliieli lasts for 
one year, the sacrifiT.'er and hfs family are exjTected 
to hear at intervals the recital of certain stories. 
These are known as Ihiriplavas, and form part of 
the ritnalistic acts. The question is whethm’ 
Upanishudic. stories also serve this purpose, in 
which case they become part of tlie rites, and this 
means that the wh(rle of Tiianakanda becomt's 
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■subservient to liarmakaiida . The stories referred to 
are tliose relating to Yajiuivulkya and Maitreyi, 
Jbatardaiia and so on, which we find in the 
Ih'ihadaranyaka, Kansliitaki and other Upani- 
shads. 

This Sutra denies that they serve the purpose 
of rari])lavas, for the scripture specifies the stories 
that are meant for this purpose. Any and every 
.story cannot serve this purpose. TJpanishadic 
siories are not mentioned in this category. 

II II 

■^r So and being connected as 

one whole. 

24. And so (they are meant to illus- 
trate the nearest Vidyas), being connected 
as one whole. 

The stories not serving the i3nrj)ose of 
Paripliivas they are intended to introduce the 
Vidyas. The story form is meant to catch the 
imagination of the student, who will thereby be 
more attentive to the Yidya described. 

Topic .5; Sannyduns need iwt observe ritvnlistic 

acts, as Knowledge serves their purpose. 

STcT t!cr II II 

Therefore and no neces- 

sity of lighting 6res etc. 
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25. And, therefore, there is no neces- 
sity of lighting fires, and so on. 

Tti Sutra . it was said that the hiiowledg’e 
of tile Self results in the attainment of the highest 
Purushartha i)r g-oal of life. Therefore the light- 
ing* of tires for saerihees and other simihn acts 
enjoined on the househedders eh*, need ivot he 
observed hy Saniiyasins, as Knowledge alone- 
fulfils their ohje(*t. 

Topic (!: NcrcrfhelcK.'i irorhs ■pcc.'icribcil hij the 
.'<rn'pli(irf< <nr uitcfitl ns ihetj arc an hulirert 
weann to Knowledge. 

^ II II 

There, is the necessity of all rvorks ^ and 
for the scriptures prescribe sacrifices etc. 
(as means to Knowledge) sr^^q^t^even as the horse.' 

26. And there is the necessity of all' 
works, for the scriptures prescribe sacrifices- 
etc. (as means to the attainment of Know- 
ledge, though they are unnecessary for the 
attainment "of its results, viz., Liberation), 
even as the horse (is used to draw a chariot 
and not for ploughing). 

From the previous Sutra we may conclude- 
that works are altogether useless. This Sutra says 
that all these works are useful, and that even the 
/s(U‘iptiires prescribe them, since they serve as a 
means to Knowledge. -But they have no part in 
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producing* the result of this Knowledge, 'viz. 
Liberation. It conies only from Knowledge and 
not from work. Work purifies the mind, and the 
knowledge of the Self is manifested in such a pure 
mind. So works have a place as a means to 
Knowledge, though an indirect one. 

One must possess calmness, 
self-control, and the like 5WT even if it be so 3 
but since they are enjoined as helps to 

Knowledge therefore they 

have, necessarily to be observed. 

27. But even if it be so {i.e, even 
though there is no injunction to do work to 
attain Knowledge in the text [Brih, 4. 4. 
22]) one must possess calmness, self-control,, 
and the like, since these are enjoined as. 
helps to Knowledge, and therefore have 
necessarily to be observed. 

“The Brahmunas seek to know It through the 
study of the Vedas, sacrifices, charity” etc. 
(Brih. 4. 4. 22), In this text there is no word to 
show that sacrifice is enjoined on one who wanta 
to know Brahman. So the opponent says that 
there is no need at all of work for an aspirant of 
Knowledge. This Sutra says that even if it he 
so, yet continl of the senses etc. are enjoined by 
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tlie Sniti: “Therefore lie who knows it as such 
be(;oiues self-controlled, calm... sees the Self in 
•his self” etc. (Brih. 4. 4. 23). This passage is in- 
junctive in character, for ‘therefore’ expresses 
'praise of the suhject-inatter and hence is con- 
nected with an injunction, because in the absence 
of an injunction the praise would be purposeless. 
Since these qualities are enjoined, they have 
necessarily to be practised. Self-control etc. 
directly help the attainment of Knowledge, while 
y^ork helps it indirecily. 

Topic 7; Restrict ions as tepards food may he. 
waived only when life is at siahe, 

Permission to take all sorts of food 
when life is jeopardized ?[?i:’^*lldLbecause the 
Sruti declares that. 

28. (Only) when life is ;jeopardized 
{there is) permission to take food indis- 
criminately, because the Sruti declares that. 

“For one who knows this, there is nothing 
.that is hot food” (Chh. 5. ,2. 1), The opponent 
holds That on account of the newiress of the state- 
ment it is enjoined oh one who meditates on 
Praha. Such a statement being found nowhere 
else, it has -an iirjunctive value. This Sutra 
refutes it and says that it is not an injunction, 
but only a atatemeht of ^faot, and wdiere the iclea 
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■of ail injunction clges not arise, we are not justi- 
fied in assuming- one. Proliibited food may be 
eaten only when life is in danger, as was done by 
the sage Chakrayana when he was dying for want 
■of food,. .This fact we get from the Sruti. 

^TOTIIX^II 

Because of a non-contradiction (thus) ^ 

and. 

29.. And because (thus) (the script- 
ural statements with respe.ct to food) are 
not contradicted. 

'“When the food is fiure the nlind becomes 
pure” (Chh. 7. 20. 2)* This statement will not 
be- contradicted only if the explanation given is 
taken, and not otherwise. 

H^O II 

^ Moreover the Smritis say so. 

30. Moreover the Smritis (also) say 
•so., , , 

The Smi-itis also say that both those who 
ihave Knowledge and those who have not can 
lake any food when life is in danger; then it is 
not sinful. But they prohibit various kinds of 
food as objectionabie. 

The scriptural text and hence 
prohibiting license. 
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31. And hence the/ scriptural text 
prohibiting license. 

There ore scriptural passages prohihitiug” 
one from doing everything jUst as one pleases.. 
License, freedom from all discipline, cannot help 
us to attain Knowledge. “Therefore a Brahmantu 
must not drink liquor'’ (Ivathaka Sam.). Suclu , 
Sruii texts are meant for this discipline. 

, Therefore it is established that the Sruti does 
not enjoin on one who meditates on Prana to 
take ail kinds of food indiscriminately. 

Topic S- The didies of the Aura mu afe to he 
performed by even one who is not desirous 
of Knowledge. 

n 11 

Because they are enjoined ^ and 
duties of the Asrama (order of life) also. 

- 32. And the duties of the Asramas 
(are to be performed) also (by him who does 
not desire^ Liberation), because they are 
enjoined (on him by the scriptures). 

In Sutra 25 it was said that works are a 
means to Knowledge. The question is raised, 
since it is so why should one who does not desire 
Knowledge do these works? This Sutra says that 
since these duties are enjoined on all who axe in 
these Aaramas ot stages of life, riz. student life, 
householder’s lifei and hermit life, one should 
observe them. 
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^ w \\ II 

As a means to Knowledge ^ and. 

33. And (the duties are to be per- 
formed also) as a means to Knowledge. 

Here we Imve to understand that the duties 
are helpful in producing- Knowledge, but .not its- 
fruit, t'iz. Liberation, wdiich is not attainable 
ex(!ept through Knowledge. , 

^ II II 

In all cases % t^ef the same duties (have 
to be performed) because of the twofold 

indicatory mark. 

34. In all cases the same duties (have 
to be j)er formed), because of the twofold 
indicatory mark. 

The question is raised whether the work done 
as enjoined on the Asranias and those done as 
aids to Knowledge are of two different kinds. 
This Sutra says that in either case, whether as 
duties of the Asranias or as aids to Knowledge, 
the same duties are to he done, as is seen from.' 
the Sruti and the Smriti texts. 

‘"The Brahinanas seek to know It through 
the study of the Vedas, sacrifices” etc. (Brih. 
4. 4, 22). This text shows that sacrifices etc. 
enjoined in Karniakanda for different purposes 
are to he performed as means to Knowledge also. 
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Tiif' iSinriti also says tlie same iliinfr- '‘He vrlvo 
pevfovms obligatory work witliout desire for 
fruits” etc. (Gita H. 1). Those veTy obligatory 
duties subserve Knowledge also, 

^ ^3^ 11 II 

Not being overpowered and 2 ^ 5 the 
scripture shows. 

35. And the scripture shows (that one* 
endowed with Brahmaoharya) is not orer- 
potvered (by anger etc.). 

“For that S(dl‘ does not perisli wdiieh one 
attains by Jlrahmacdiarya’" (Chh. 8. 5. 0). This 
text also shows that like Avork Bralimacharya etc. 
are also means to Knowledg-e. One endovred with 
it. is not overcome by anger, Jealousy, etc., and' 
his mind not being disturbed he is able to practise- 
Knowledge. 

Therefore works are obligatory oii the- 
Asramits and are also means to Knowledge. 

Topic fh Those loho stand midway between 
two Asrmnas arc also entitled to Knowledge. 

H II ^ 

(Persons standing) in between (two Asra- 
raas) ^ and g also ?f^^vsuch cases being seen. 

36. Atid (persons standing) in be- 
tween. (two AsFaimas) are also (entitled to> 
Knowledge), becaius^ such eases are seen. 
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The question is raised whether x^ersons of' 
dubious jjosition — ^who ha-ve not the means etc. to 
do the duties of an Asrama, or who stand midway 
between two Asramas, as for example a widower — 
are entitled to Knowledge or not. The opponent 
holds that they are not, since they cannot do the 
works of any Asrama which' are means to Know- 
ledge. This Sutra says that they are entitled^ 
for such cases are seen from the scriptureSj as for 
example Eaikva and Gargi, who had the know- 
ledge of Brahman. Vide Chh. 4. 1 and Brih. 3. 
6 and 8. 

srfq=€r II II 

^ Further the Smriti records such cases. 

37. The Smriti also records s-ach 
cases. 

Sanivarta and other Eishis, without doing" 
the works enjoined on the Asramas, became great 
Yogis. 

II ^<: II 

Favour due to special works and. 

38. And special works favour (Know- 
ledge). 

A widower, who cannot be said to be a house- 
holder in the proper sense of the word or a poor 
man who has not the means to perform the duties 
of the Asrama, can attain ' Knowledge through 
special works like prayer, fasting, Japa letc-, 
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are not opposed to tke condition of those 
who do not belong to any Asrama. 



9RT: Than this ^ but ^cRcI^the other '32^: better 
because of the indicatory marks ^ and, 

39. But better than this is the other 
(state of being in some Asrama or other), 
(being maintained by the Sruti and the 
Smriti) and because of the indicatory marks 
(in the Sruti and the Smriti). 

Though it is possible for one who stands 
between two Asramas to attain Knowledge, yet 
both the Sruti and Smriti say directly and in- 
directly that it is a better means to Knowledge to 
belong to some Asrama. “The Brahmahas seek 
to know It through... sacrifices” etc. (Brih. 
4. 4. 22) — this is a direct statement of the Sruti; 
‘Any other knower of Brahman who has done 
good deeds” etc. (Brih. 4. 4. 9), and “Let not a 
Brahmana stay even for a day outside the 
Asrama” — these are indirect statements of the 
Sruti and Smriti respectively. 

Topic 10: One who has taken the vow of lifelong 
celibacy '{Sannydsa) cannot vevert hack to his 
former stages of life, 

U II 

For cue who has attained that (the highest 
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Asrama) § 'but ^ no ceasing from that 

of Jaimini (is this opinion) also 
spfDOT*- on account 0 i restrictions prohibiting such 
reversion. 

40. But for one wbo has risen to the 
highest Asrama [i.e. Sannyasa) there is no 
[reverting (to the preceding ones) , on account 
of restrictions prohibiting such reversion. 
Jaimini also (is of this opinion). 

The question whether one who has embraced 
SannyS.sa can go back to the previous Asrama is 
taken up .for discussion. This Sutra says that he 
cannot, because the Sruti expressly forbids it. 
“He is to go to the forest, he is not to return from 
there.'’ But there are no rules allowing a rever- 
sion, like those which sanction the ascent to 
higher Asramas. It is also .against approved 
•custom. So one cannot revert from Sannyasa. 

Topic 11: Expiation for one who transgresses the 
vow of lifelong celibacy. 

H ^ snfwfwrft, , 

II II 

H Not =51 and (expiation) mentioned in 

the chapter dealing with the qualification even 
''>l?R-3I3*THraL because a fall (in this case) inferred 
from the Smriti cK^l^ll^and because of its inefficacy 
( in his case). 
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41. And (the expiation), although, 
mentioned in the chapter dealing mth 
qualifications (in Pnrva Mimamsa), is not 
(with reference to one who has taken the 
vow of lifelong celibacy)., because a fall (in 
his case) is inferred from the Smr.iti, and 
because of its (of the expiatory ceremony) 
inefficacy (in his case). 

Tlie ease of those who have taken the tow of 
lifelong celibacy and yet have transgressed this 
TOW through a mistake in judgment, is taken up 
for discussion. The opponent, whose Tiew is 
given in this Sutra, holds . tliat for such trans- 
gressions there is no expiation. Por no suck 
ceremony is mentioned with respect to them, the- 
one mentioned in I*urva Mimhmsa G. 8. 22 
referring to ordinary Brahinacharins, who are 
students, and not to Jlaishthika Brahniacharins. 
It can also be inferred that the Smriti declares, 
such lapses as not expiable. A beheaded man 
cannot be cured. “.For him who lapses after- 
having embraced the vow of a ISTaishthika Brah-- 
jiiachari I see no expiatory ceremony by which 
such a suicide cap be purified.” The Smriti here 
does not refer to the ordinary Brahmacharin , and 
so tlie expiatory ceremony applies only to them 
and' ndt to the ISTdishthika. Moreover, Ihe cere- 
mony referred to in Pnrva Mimamsa is not 
ef-ficaciouB in his- case, for, to perform the cere- 
mony he will have to light the sacrificial firf. ami; 
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tlierefore liare to marry, 'vvliieli means tliat lie- 
will cease to be a jSfaislitliika thereafter. 

Prefixed with ‘Upa\ L e. an UpapMaka . or 
a minor sin 3T(q 5 but some the existence 

in the case of eating this 3^?^. is ex- 
plained in 4*arva Mimfi.msa.. 

42. But , some (consider this trans- 
gression on the part of the ISraishthiha)^ 
minor sin (and therefore claim) the exists 
ence (of expiation for it), as in the case of 
eating (prohibited food by ordinary Brah-- 
macharins). This is explained in Purva' 
Min^amsa. 

vSome, however, think that such lapses on the' 
part of a yTaishthika, other than disloyalty tc^ 
teacher’s wife etc., are minor sins and not majpr- 
ones, and so t*an be expiated hy proper cere- 
monies. even as ordinary Brahraacharins who take' 
prohibited food are again purified by expiatory 
ceremonies. The reference to the text denying- 
any such ceremony in his case is nieant only to 
bring home to the ISTaislithika Brahmachari the 
grave responsibility oil liis part so that he may 
struggle with all his- soul. Similarly in the case 
of the recluse and tlie- Sanny^sin. As a matter of 
fact, the Sinriti does prescribe the purificatory 
ceremony for both the recluse and the Saunya^in. 
“Tlie recluse when he has broken his vows- 
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iiiulerg'oes tlie Kriclic.liiira penance for twelve 
nights and then develops a i)lace -which is full of 
trees and grass.*’ The Sannyasin also undergoes 
the purificatory ceremony, with certain inodi- 
fi cations. 

"Topic 12: The Ufelonp celibate who lapses in his 
VOIDS to be shunned hy sociMy. 

II II 

srff : Outside g but in cither case 

•from the Srariti from custom ^ and. 

43. But in either case (they are to be 
kept) outside the society, on account of 
the Smriti and custom. 

'Whether the lapses he regarded as major 
sins or minor sins, in either case good people are 
to avoid such transgressors; because the Smriti 
Sind approved custom both condemn them. 

Topic. Id: The meditaikms con^iected with the 
subordinate members of sacrificial acts are to he 
gone through by the priest and not hy the 
sacrificer. 

II II 

To the sacrificer from the decla- 

ration of results in the Sruti ^ thus QTIW^TJ Atreya, 

44. Ta the sacrificer (belongs the 
agentship in meditations), because * the 
Sruti declares a fruit (for it) ; thus Atreya 
(thinks). 
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T]ie qiiestioji ivS raised as to wlio is to observe- 
tlie meditations eoimected witli subordinate mem- 
bers of sacrificial acts, whether it is the sacrificer- 
dr the priest. The opponent, reirresented by the 
sag-e Atreya, holds that it is to be dbseiwed by 
the sacrificer, as the Sriiti declares a special fruit 
for these meditations. 

II II 

arrfeJTJi; The duty of the Ritvik (priest) 1% thus 
Audulomi for that % because he 

is. paid, ' ' 

45. (They are) the duty of the Eitvik 
(priest), thus thinks Audolomi, because he- 
is paid for that {i.e. the performance of 
the whole sacrifice) . 

Since the priest is paid for all his acts, and 
thereby the fruit of all his acts is, as it were, pur- 
chased by the sacrificer, the meditations alscr. 
come under this category and have to he observed 
by the priest and not the' sacrificer. This is the- 
view of the sage Andnlomi. 

^11 ^^11 

From the Sruti ^ and. 

46. And because the Sruti so declares. 

“Whatever blessing the priests pray for at 
the sacrifice, they pray for the good of the sacri- 
ficer” (Sat. Br,; 1. 3. 1. 26). Such tests declare 
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Lujunctions and the like, 
tive state is) the i 
auxiliary (to Knov 
•d one (besides the t^ 
as an alternati 
of diversity is p< 
possesses Knowled^ 
notions and the like. 

o£ Brahman, having- clc 
remain like a child (f 
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iiijimctioii. Tlie text merely says that Jie hecoiiies 
,a Muni or meditative, whereas with respect to 
scholarship aud the state of a child free from all 
passions, it eximessly enjoins, ‘one should remain’ 
>etc‘. Moreover, s(.*holarshix) refers to Knowledge- 
nnd therefore includes Munihood which also more 
nr less refers to Knowledge. Therefore there is 
no newness with respect to Munihood in the text, 
it being* included in scholarship already, and not 
being an Apurva it has no injunctive value. 

This Sutra refutes this view and says that 
Munihood or' meditativeness is enjoined in the 
text as a third requisite besides' scholarship and 
the state of a child. For Munihood is not merely 
Knowledge but meditativeuess, continuous devo- 
tion to Knowledge and as such it is different 
from scholarship. Hence, not having been 
referred to before, it is a new thing (Apurvja), 
and therefore the text has injunctive value. Such 
meditativeness has a value fpr a' Sannyasin who 
is not yet established in the hnowledge of unity', 
and persistently experiences diversity owing to 
past impressions. 

n II 

On account of the householder’s life 
including all § verily (the chapter) ends 

with the householder. 

48. Verily, on accK>unt of the house- 
holder’s life including (duties from) all 
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(the other stages of life), the chapter endn 
with the (enumeration of the duties of the) 
householder. 

In the Chhaiulog-ya ITpanislmd we find that 
after enumerating the duties of the Brahnia- 
oharin it enumerates those of the householdeiv 
and there it ends without any mention of 
Sannyasa; If this also is one of the Asramas, why 
is nothing said about it in that place? The 
Sutra says tliat in order to lay stress on the house- 
holder’s life, to show its importance, the Sruti 
ends there without referring to Sannyasa, and 
not because it is not one of the prescribed 
Asramas. The householder s life is important 
because for him are prescribed, besides his own 
duties, those of other Asramas like study, control 
of the senses, etc. It includes more or less duties 
of* all Asramas. 

Tftq^^Eycn as the state of a hluni (Sanny4sa) 
of the others even on account of 

scriptural instruction. 

49. Because, the scripture enjoins the 
other (stages of life, viz. Brahmacharya and 
V^naprastha) even as it enjoins the state of 
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and 1:liat of a student. Hence tlie scriptures 
enjoin all tlie, four Asrainas or stages of life to 
be gone tkrougli, in sequence or alternatively. 
The i,)lural number ‘others^ instead of the dual 
is to denote the dift'erent classes of these two 
stages of life. . 

Topic In: ChihlliJce iitnte ^neaiift ilic state of 
innocence, heincj free from anpev, passion, etc. 

II ^0 II < 

without manifesting himself on 

account of the context. 

50. (The childlike state means) with- 
oilt manifesting himself, on account of the 
context. 

In tlie passage of the Brihadaranyaka quoted 
in Sutra 47, the childlilve state is enjoined on 
an aspirant after Knowledge. The question is 
what is exactly meant by this? Does it mean to 
be like a child without any idea of purity and 
impurity and doing whatever one likes, or does 
it meein to be guileless and without the sense of 
egoism as a child? The Sutra says it is the latter 
and not the former, because that is detrimental 
to Knowledge. It means one has not to manifest 
or give vent to any of the passioirs and has to be 
guileless and without the sense of egoism. It 
refers to the innate innocence of a child. Such 
a meaning alone is appropriate to the context. 


B.s. — 29 
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piu‘i ty and. innocumce I)ein«‘ to Know- 

ledge, 

Topic 1() : The time of flic orhjinafion of Know- 
ledge when the Vidyd is pracMsed. 

II «^nl 

In tills life even if there 

is no obstruction to it (the means adopted) 

■<!diii{'rt, because it is so seen from the scriptures. 

51. (The fruition of Knowledge may 
take place) even in this life if there be no 
obstruction to it (the means adopted), 
because it is so seen from the scriptures. 

Trom Sutra 26 the various iheans to Know- 
ledge have been discussed. The question now is 
whether Knowledge resulting from these means 
•comes in this life or in the life to come. This 
■Sutra says that it may come in this life only if 
there is no obstruction to its manifestation from 
•extraneous causes. For it often happens that 
when the fruition of Knowledge is about to take 
place it is retarded by the fruit of some other 
stronger work, which is also about to fructify. 
In such cases Knowledge comes in the next life-. 
That is why the scriptures declare that it is 
difficult to re^tlme the Self. “Even to hear of It is 
not available to many; many even having heard of 
It cannot comprehend'’ etc, (Kath. 1. 2. 7). The 
<jrita\also says: “There he is united with the 
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ii),tc4]in'eii(‘e acquired ill liis former body” elc. 
<(jita 0. 43 j; "The Yogi, striving assiduously, 
purified of laint, gradually gaining perfection 
■iki'ough many births, then reaches the highest 
goal” (^iliid G. 45). Moreover, that Kuo-\vledge 
!H(unetiiue3 fruciihes in tlie next life is known 
from the life of Yamadeva who possessed Know- 
ledge even while he was in the womb. Tliis 
■sliows that it must have been the result of his 
past actions, for he could not have practised any 
Aldyas in the ivomb. , Knowledge did not mani- 
fest in his ])revious life owing to obstruction, 
:and this being removed when he was in the 
womb. Knowledge fructified as a result of his 
past Sadhana. 

Topic 'J7 : There is no iliffercnre m LiheraHon, 
i.c. in file cogniiion of Brahman — it is of one 
hind in ail (.v/,s'e.s'. ■ 

II 

Like this there i.s no rule with, 

respect to Liberation, the fruit (of Knowledge) , 
because the Sruti asserts tliat state (to 
be immutable). * 

^ 52. Witli respect to Liberation, tlie 
fruit (of Knowledge) there is no rule like 
this, because the Sruti asserts that state (to 
be immutable). 
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la tile last Satra it was seen tliat Ivnowledgi.- 
auiy result in tliis life or ilie next accorcliiig to llie 
ahseiiee or presenee of obstructions and tbe in- 
tensity of the meaais adopted. Similarly a doubt 
may ari.se that there may be some such rule with 
respeet to Liberation also, which is the fruit of 
Knowledge. In other words, the question i.s- 
whether Jjiberation can be delayed after Know- 
ledge, and whether there are degrees of Know- 
ledge ac(M)rding to the qualifications of the as- 
pirant. I’liis Sutra says that no such rule exists- 
with respect to Liberation. Because the Sriiti 
texts assert that the nature of final release is- 
uniform, without any variations of degree in .It. 
IKe state of final release is nothing hut Brah- 
niaii. “The knower of Brahman becomes- 
Brahman,’^ and there can be no variety in it, as. 
Brahman is without qualities. Difference is- 
p<;ssible only where there are qualities, as in the* 
case of the Sagnna Brahman, about which accord- 
ing to difference in Vidyas there may be differ- 
ence in the cognitions. But with respect to the 
cognition of Brahman, it can be only one and 
not many. Neither can there be any delay in 
the attainment of Liberation after Knowledge 
has dawned for knowifedge of Brahman itself is 
Liberation. 

The repetition of the clause ‘Because the* 
Sruti asserts that state^' is to show that 
tbe chapter ends here; 


CHAPTER IV. 


Section i 

111 <'liapter tlie means to Kmnvleilg-e 

were iliscusseil. In tPis chapter the result of 
Kiiowledfi-e and some other topics are taken up 
for discussion. In the hej^iiming*, howeA'er, a 
special discussion connected with the means to 
Knowledge is dealt with. 

Topic 1: The meditation on. the Atman enjuinbd 
hy the scriptures /.s* to he repeated till 
Knowledge is attained. 



Repetition (is necessary) repeatedly 

account of instruction by the scriptures. 

1. The repetition (of hearing, reflec- 
tion, and meditation on the teaching of the 
Self is necessary), on account of the repeat- 
ed instruction by the scriptures. 

“The Self, iny dear Maitreyi, should be 
realized — should he heard of, reflected on, and 
meditated upon’’ (Erih. 2. 4. 5). “The intclli- 
g’ent aspirant after Brahman, knowing about this 
alone, should attain intuitive knowledge” (Brih, 
4. 4. 21). The question arises whether w'hat is 
enjoined in this is to be done once only ot 
re])eatedly. The opponent holds that ’it is to be 
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Cilj'.tTved oiiec only, even as saeriiires like Piayaja 
ate t(j be peri'oi'inecl once only to yield tlie desired 
result. This Sutra refutes the view and vsays that 
the hearing' etc. must be repeated till there is. 
intuition of lirahinan. Of course, if the know- 
ledge of Brahman is attained by a shigj.e act, it is 
'Vy’-ell and good; otherwise there is the necessity of' 
repetition till the Knowledge dawns. It is the 
repetition of these acts that finally leads to intui- 
tion. The case of the Praydja is not to the point. 
Tor there tlie result is Adrishta, which yields fruit 
at some particular future time. Here the result 
is directly ■j)erceh’ed, and so, if the result is not 
there, the process must be re])eated till the result 
is seen. Moreover, scriptural texts like tlie first 
one cited above give repeated instruction, thereby 
signifying the repetition of the means. Again 
‘meditation’ and ‘reflection’ imply a repetition of 
the mental act, for when we say, ‘he mfeditates on 
it’, vre imply the continuity of the act of remem- 
brance of the object. Similarly wdth respect to 
‘reflection’. It follow’-s, therefore, that there must 
be repetition of the instruction. This holds good 
even in those cases -where the texts do not give 
instruction repeatedly, as for example, in the 
second text cited above. 

^fl^On account of the indicatory mark and. 

2. And on account of the indicatory 
mark. ‘ ' 
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“Eeflect upon, tlie rays, and yon will liave 
many sous” (Glili. 1. 5. 2). Tiiis text preseribew 
repeated meditation by asking to meditate on liie 
lldgitlia as tbe rays instead of as the sun. And 
what holds good in this case is etiually applicable 
to other meditations also. And it is not true that 
repetition is not necessary. If it were so, the- 
Sruti w-onld not have, taught the truth of the state- 
ment ‘That thou art’ repeatedly. There may be 
people who are so advanced, and so little attached 
t,o the world of sense objects, that in their case a 
single hearing of the statement may result in 
Knowledge. But generally such advanced souls- 
are very rare. Ordinary people, -wlio are deeply 
rooted in the idea of the body and the senses, do 
not realize .the truth hy a single enunciation of it. 
This wrong .notion of theirs goes only through, 
repeated practice of the truth, and it is only then 
that Knowledge dawns. So repetition has the 
effect of removing this wrong notion gradually, 
till even the last trace of it is removed. When 
the hody consciousness is completely removed, the 
Self manifests Itself in all purity. 

Topic 2: In Uie mcdHnfions on ihe Supreme 
Bvahmnn ihe meditator is to co^iipreliend 
It as 'identical with himself. 

As the self g but acknowledge 

teach ^ also. 
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3. But (the Sruti texts) aclaiowledge 
.(Brahman) as the self (of the meditator) 
and also teach others (to realize It as 
such) . 

The question whether Brahniiui is to he o.oin- 
in-ehended by the individual soul us identical with 
it or separate from it, is taken up for discussion. 
The opponent holds that Brahman is to he eom- 
]3rehended us ditferont from the indhddual soul on 
'account of their essential ditt'erenee. Bor one is 
subject to misery, while the other is not. This 
Sutra refutes the view and holds that Brahman is 
to be c,om]jreheuded as identical with one's self; 
for in reality the two are identical, the experience 
of misery etc. hy the individual soul — in other 
words, the Jivahoocl — being due to the limiting' 
adjunct, the internal organ. (Bide 2. 3. 29 ants.) 
Bor instance, the Jahalas acknowledge it. “I 
am indeed Thou, 0 Lord, and Thou art indeed 
myself.” Other scrix)tural texts also say the 
same thing: ‘T am Brahman” (Brih. 1, 4. 10); 
“This self is the Brahman” (Ma. 2). These texts 
are to be taken in their primary, and not 
^secondary sense, as in, “The mind is Brahman” 
(Chh. 3, 1<S. 1), where the text presents the mind 
as a symbol for oontemi>lation. 

Hence we have to meditate on Brahman as 
being the self. 
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J: ll here symboln of Bmlinuui are used 

for • ronfcvvpialion, the nteditator is not io 
coinpreliend ^tlieni, as idenlical with him. 

II ^ II 

Sf Not 5Rfl% in the symbol is not because he. 

4. (The meditator is) not (to see the 
self) in the symbol, because he is not (that). 

“The mind is Brnhmiin” (Chh. 3. 18. 1). In 
such meditations, Avhere the mind is taken as a 
symbol of Brahman, is the meditator to identify 
liimself with the mind, as in the case of the medi- 
tation ‘T am Brahman” 1-^ The opimiient holds 
that he should, tor the mind is a product of 
Brahman according- to I'eclanta, and as such it is 
one with It. So is the individual soul, the medi- 
tator, one with Brahman. Hence it follows that 
the meditator also is one Avith the mind, and 
therefore lie should see his self in the mind in this 
meditation also. This Sutra refutes it. In the 
first place, if the symbol, mind, is cognized as* 
identical Avith. Brahman, then it ceases to be a 
symbol, even as when Ave realize an ornament as 
.g'old, we forget its individual character of being 
an ornament. Again, if the meditator is con-, 
scions of his identity Avith Brahman, then he 
ceases to be the individual soul, the meditator. 
The act of meditation can take place only where 
these distinctions exist, and unity has not been 
realized; and Avhere there is knowledge of 
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(livei'vsity, tlie meditator is quite distinct Itoui tlie 
symbol. As such, he is not to see his vself in the 
symbol. ^ 

Topic 4: In meditations on si/mi)ols the loiter 
are to he I'ieived, as Brahman and not in 
the reverse way. 

11 ^ 11 

Viewing as Brahman on account 

of the elevation. 

5. (The symbol is) to be viewed as- 
Brahman (and not in the reverse way), on 
account of the elevation (of the symbol 
thereby) . 

In meditations on symbols as in, “The miudl 
is Brahman”, “The snn is Bralnnan” the question, 
is whether the symbol is to ’ be regarded as 
Braliinan, or Brahman as the symbol. The Sntra 
says that the symbols, the mind and the sun, are 
to be regarded as Brahman and not vice versa. 
.Because it is only by looking upon an inferior'' 
thing as a superior thing that we (;an progress, 
and not in the reverse way. • Inasmuch as our ainr 
is to get rid of the idea of differentiation and see- 
Brahman in everything, we have to meditate upon 
these symbols as Thnt. , 
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Topic 6: In tnc<iitalion.s on the mcmhers of 
sacnflciol acts the idea of the divinity is to 
he sKperimposed on the mcmhers 
and. not 'vice versa. 

11 ^ II 

The ideas of the sun etc. ^ and 
31^ ill a subordinate member (of sacrificial acts) 
because of consistency. 

6. And the ideas of the sun etc. (are- 
to be superimposed) on the subordinate- 
members (of sacrificial acts), because (in 
that way alone would the statement of the- 
scriptures) be consistent. 

“One oug'ht to meditate upon that which 
shines yonder a.s the Udg-itha” (Chh. 1. 3. 1);. 
“One oug'ht to meditate upon the Saman as five- 
fold” etc. (Chh, 2. 2. 1), In meditations con- 
nected with su('rifi,cial acts as given in the texts- 
quoted, how is the meditation to be observed? For 
exanqile, in the first cited text, is the sun to be 
viewed as the i^dgitha, tn- tlie Xldgitha as the sun? 
Between the Udgitlia and the sun there is nothing 
to show v'hich is superior, as in the previous- 
Sutra, where Brahman being pre-eminent, the 
symbol was viewed as Brahman. ' This Sutra says- 
that the members of sacrificial acts,, as here the- 
Xldgitha, are to be vieAved as the sun and so on. 
Because by so doing the fruit of the sacrificial act 
is enhanced, as the scrijitures say. If we view the- 



as tlie sun, it undergoes a ('.ertain eere- 
Qiionial inirifioation and tliereby eontributes io tlie 
Apurva, llio) invisible fruit of tbe udiole sacrifice. 
But by the reverse way, the Sun ])eing viewed as the 
rdgitlia, llie ])urificatiou of tlie sun by ibis niedi- 
fatiou will not t;ontribute. 1o the Apurva, inasmuch 
as the sun is not a member of the sacrificial act. 
(So if the statement of the scriptures that the 
'aneditations eiiluinco the result of the sacrifice, is 
’ to come true, ilie members of the sacrificial acts 
;are to be viewcfl as the sun etc. 

lopic 6: One 'in to meditate sitti'ng. 

ll ii 

Sitting because of the possibility. 

7. (One has to practise Upasana) 
•sitting, because (in that way alone) it is 
possible. 

As TJpasaua or contemplation is a mental 
•iift’air, the posture of the body is immaterial — ^says 
the opponent. This Sutra says that one has to 
meditate sitting, for it is not possible to meditate 
while standing or lying down. In Upasaiiii one 
has to concentrate one’s mind on a single object, 
and this is impossible if one is standing or lying. 

«??Frrw 11 c: ii 

account of meditation (implying that) 

and. 
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8. And on account of meditation- 
(implying tliat). 

Tlie word TTpusunu’ also i)ieaii.s exa(d:]y what 
meditation means, viz, concentrating on a single- 
object, with fixed look, and without any moTement 
o£ the limbs. This is possible only in a sitting': 
posture. 

)i ^ n 

Immobility ^ and referring to. 

9. And referring to (its) immobility 
(the scriptures attribute meditativeness to> 
the earth). 

'‘The earth meditates as it were^^ — in snclu 
statements meditativeness is ascribed to the 
earth on account of its immobility or steadiness. 
So we learn that steadiness is ii concomittance of' 
meditation, and that is possible only while sitting 
and not while standing or walldng. 

II 1) 

The Smriti texts .say ^ also. 

10. The Smriti texts also say (the' 
same thing). 

“Having made a firm seat for one’s self on a’ 
pure spot” etc. (Gita 6. 11) — in this text the- 
sitting posture is prescribed for meditation. 
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Topic 7 : Wilh rci^pect io mcdiiaiion flicrc is 
norestTictiQnof'plave. 

11 U\\ 

2T5f Wherever tTcplSTffl concentration of mind ^ 
there want of any specification. 

11. Wlierevel" concentration , of mind 
•(is attained), there (it is to be practised), 
there .being no specification (as to place). 

The ohjoct of nieditatioii is to attain concen- 
ti’utioii, and so any place is good if concentration 
is attained in lhat place. That is why the scrip- 
tures say, “iSelect any place suitable and con- 
venient'; “Where the mind is buoyant there 
one should concentrate", and so on. But places 
that are clean, free from pebbles, fire, sand, and 
so on, are desirable, as such places are helpful to 
meditation. But all the same there are no fixed 
rules as to place.’ 

Topic S: Meditations are io ha observed till death. 

srr sBWri, cT^nf^ ft ii ii 

STT Till death ^ then even If because 

seen (from the scriptures). 

12. Till death (meditations have to 
be observed), because (their observance) even 
.at that momeilt is seen (from the scriptures). 

In the first topic of this section it was said 
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lluit ineditntioiLs on Jkaliinuu are to be repeated 
1ill luiowledf^'e dawns. The question is now taken 
u]) about other meditations which are inuctised 
for uttaiuiug (iertain results.' The opponent holds 
that such meditations can be stopped after a 
(fertain’tinie; they would still yield results, like 
sacrifices performed only once. This Sutra says 
that they are to be continued till death, for the 
Sruti and Smriti suy so. “With whatever thought 
he pa.sses away from this world” (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 

1). “Itemembering whatever form of being he 
leaves this body” etc. (Gita 8. 6). Such a thought 
nt the time of death as fixes the course of life 
hereafter cannot be had at that moment without 
lifelong practice. Hence meditations must be 
]U'actised till death. 


Topic D: Knnivleilc/e of Brahman ftees one from 
ihe efecis of all past and futvre evil deeds. 

When that is realized of 

the subsequent and i)revious ,.sins non- 

elinging and destruction because it is 

declared (by the scriptures). 

13. When that (Brahman) is realized 
(there result) the non-clinging and 
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destruction of the subsec\nent and ]>i’evious- 
sins respectively, because it is (so) declared 
(by the scriptures). 

The state of Jivanmukti is described hei-e. 
The opponent holds that Liberation is attained, in- 
spite of ^Knowledge, only after one has exiseri- 
enced the results of one’s sins cominitted before 
illuminiition. Eor the Smritis say, “Karjiia is not 
destroyed before it has given its results. ” Tiie 
lav' of Korina is inexorable. *This vSiitra says that 
when a person attains Knowledge, all his past sins 
are destroyed and future sins do not cling to him. 
Kor by realising Brahman he experiences that ho 
never was, nor is, nor will be an agent, and such a 
person cannot be affected by the result of sins. 
The scriptures also declare' that. ‘Must as cotton 
growing on reeds is burnt when thrown into fire, 
even so are burnt the sins of one who hno-wing this 
offers Agnihotra” (Chh. 5. 24. 3); “The fetters of 
the heart are broken, all doubts are solved, and 
all works are destroyed when He who is high and 
low is seen” (Mu. 2. 2, 8); “As water does not wet 
the lotus leaf, oveu so no sins cling to him who 
knows it” (Chh. 4. 14. 3). What the Sinritis say 
about the inexorabili|y of the law of Karma is 
true only of ordinary people, and does not hold 
good in the case of the knowers of Brahman. And 
in this way alone can Liberation result — by snap- 
ping the chain of work. Otherwise Inberatiou 
can never take place. 
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Topic 10: Good decdn likewise cease to ajject 
the kno'wer of Brahman. 

qrl 3 II II 

Of the other also t^^B^thns non- 

clinging at death 3 but. 

14. ThuvS there is non-dinging of the 
other {Le. virtue) also; but at death (Libera- 
tion i.e. Videhamukti is certain). 

As a kuower of Brahnuiu ha.s no idea of 
ageiic.y he is not affected hy j^’ood deeds also. He 
goes heyoned vice and virtue. “He overcomes 
botlr’ (Brih. 4. 4. 22). And as he is not touched 
by vice or virtue after illumiuutioii, and as his 
3 )ust siiLs are destroyed by Knowledge, his Libera- 
tion at death is certain. 

1 optc 11: 11 o7'/>'.s' which hare not her/nn to yield’ 
Tcxnlts are alone destroyed, by Knowledge and not 
those which hare already begun to yield results. 

5 cT^sr^: II ?Mi 
Works which liave not begun to yield 
results ^ only 3 but former works that 

(death) being the limit. 

15. But (of his) former works only 
those which have not begun to yield results 
(are destroyed by Knowledge) ; (for) death 
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is tlie limit (set by the scriptures for Libera- 
tion to take place). 

lu the last two toj)ics it has been said that all 
the past works of a kBower of JRrahinaii are des- 
troyed. Now past works are of two kinds : Saii- 
chita (accumulated) f. 6. those which have not yet 
beg'un to bear fruit, and Frarabdha ^^commenced) 
i.e. those which have begun to yield results, and 
have produced the body through which a person 
has attained Knowledge. The opponent holds that 
both these are destroyed, because the Mundaka 
text cited says that all his works are destroyed. 
Moreover, the idea of non-agency of the 
knower is the same with respect to Sanchita or 
Prarabdha work; therefore it is reasonable that 
both are destroyed when Knowledge dawns. 

The .Sutra refutes this view and says that 
only the .Sanchita works are destroyed by Know- 
ledge, but not the Prarabdha, which are destroyed 
only by behvg worked oui. So long as the momen- 
tum of these works lasts, the knower of Brahman 
lias to be in the body. When they are exhausted, 
the body falls off, and he attains perfection. Hi.s 
Knowledge cannot check these works, even as an 
archer has no control over the arrows already dis- 
charged, which come to rest only when their 
momentum is exhausted. The Sruti declares 
this in texts like, “And for him the delay is only 
so long* as he is not liberated (from this body) ; 
and then he is one (with Brahman)” (Chh. 
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iL 14. 13). If it were ].U)t so, tliew there would 
be no tcfudiers of Ivnowled^^-e. Therefore the 
Prarabdliii worbs are not destroyed hy Knowledge. 

Topic 12: Ohlirjatorp works are however excepted 
from the rule mentioned in topic 10. 

(Daily) Agnihotra etc. 5 hut 
contribute to the same result as that (Knowledge) 
only that being seen (from the scrip- 

tures). 

. 16. But (the results of daily) Agni- 
hotra etc. (are not destroyed by Knowledge; 
these) contribute to the very same result as 
Knowledge {i.e. Liberation), because that 
is seen from the scriptures. 

Among works some are enh)iued for attain- 
ing certain results such as heaven, and there are 
others like the daily Agnihotra which yield no 
such. rt'suUs and yet are enioined as a sort of 
discipline. The opponent holds that even these 
regular works (Kitya Kanna) i^erforined before 
the dawning of Knowledge are destroyed,, even as 
works done with desires (Kaniya Karma), for 
from the standpoint of the Imower of Brahman 
his non-agency with respect to both is the same. 
This Sutra refutes thaf view and says that the 
regular works performed in the past are not 
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<les1r(>y**(L Workiiv urtv of two lain 
yield re.solts, mill those 

produce Knowledge. Ohligatory 
])ert‘()rTned before Ivuowledge are 
kind. And ^iiice Knowledge lead 
the regalav winhs also luay be sa 
iudirecHy to tlcat. Hence their rt 


i ll II 

From this different also % indeed 
TT%6ip^^ of soHJo (SSikhSis) of both. 

17-. (Tiiere are) indeed (good works) 
also different from this (daily Agnihotra 
and the like), (with reference to which m 
the statement) of some (Salmas) ; (this is^ 
the view) of both (Jaimini and Badara- 
yana). 

Besides the Nitya Karina or regular works, 
like the daily Agnihotra and the like there are, 
other good worlcs which are performed with a 
view to certain results. It is with reference to 
these that the following statement of some 
Sakhas is made: "'His sons get his inheritance--- 
friends his good works and enemies his evil 
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Tojilr I'-): irorks not romh'mcd with 

knoii'lef/ijn or nicdltatioiiii ah-o ludp in the 
(irif/mation of Knowledge. 

II 16 11 

Whatever with knowledge ffe thus % 

•because, 

18. Because (the statement), “What- 
ever (he does) with knowledge,” indicates 
this, 

lit'g'uliu' works (Nitya Ivariua) which help 
tlie original ion of Knowledge are of iwo kinds, 
those ccmihined with meditations, tliose nnaccoin- 
])anied by them. Sima; work combined with me- 
ditations is sn])erior to work dcnie without medi- 
tations, die ojiponcnt liolds that the former alone 
helps the origination of Knowledge, This Sutra 
refutes it and says that in the statement, “That 
alone whieh is jierfomed with knowledge,,, 
becomes more powerful” (Chh. 1. 1. 10)„ the com- 
jiarative degree shows that works done without 
knowledge, that is, not combined with medita- 
tions, are not altogether useless, though the other 
class is more powerful. 

J opic 14: On the e.rhausi ion of hrdmhdha- work 
ilirovgh enjogmeni the knower of Brahman 
attains oneness with It. 

\\ n ii 

^^4 By enjoyment 5 but of the other two 
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works having exhanstotl bootmios one. 

(with Brahman). 

19. But having exhausted by enjoy- 
ment the other two works {viz. good and 
evil works that have begun to bear fruit), 
(he) becomes one (with Brahman). 

The o])]>onent argues that even as a knower 
of Bfahnian sees diversity while living, so also 
even after cleatli lie will eontiune to see diversity; 
in other words, he denies that the knower of 
lirahnian attains oneness with Brahman at death.. 
This Sutra refutes it and says that the Brarahdha 
works are destroyed through fruition,, and thcnigh 
till then the knower oE Brahman has to he in the 
relative world as a Jivanmukta, yet when these 
are exhausted by being worked out, he attain-s. 
oneness with Brahman at death. lie no longer 
see.s any diversity, owing to the absence of any 
cause like the Prurabdha, and since all works 
including the Prarabdlia are destroyed at deaths 
he attains oneness with Brahman. 





CHAPTER lY 


Section ii 

In the i)i'evious section it was shown that hy 
the destruction of actions which have not as yet 
begun to yield results a Imower of Brahman attains 
Jivanmukti, and that on the exhaustion of the 
Prarahdha work he attains Videhamukti at death 
and becomes one with Brahman. Thus in a 
general way the result of Knowledge has been set 
forlh. The remaining three sections deal at 
length with the nature of Liberation, which is 
attained on the exhaustion of the Prarabdha 
Karma. In this particular section the path of 
the gods, by which the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman travels after death, is described. With 
this end in view it begins with the exposition of 
the successive steps by. which the soul passes out 
of the body at death. 

Topic 1: At the time of death the functions of 
the organs are merged in mind. 

n ^ ij 

Speech Jprflf in mind because it is so 
seen 3?!^^from scriptural statements ^ and. 

1. Speech (is merged) in mind. 
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iDiin fivst loses liis £\nu;tioi] of spcecli, 
■(h(ni^ 4 ‘]) Ills iniiul is still huietionhij**. vSo avo 
l)!ive to uiulerstoiul from experience also that the 
function, of .s])cc(*li, aufl not the 0 Tg*an itself, is 
inergA-'d in mind. 


SfcT qsT ^ n II 

For the same reason. and ^#^1 all 
(organs) 313 after. 

2. And for the same reason all (or- 
gans) follow (mind, x.g. get their functions 
merged in it). 

For the same reasons as stated in Sutra 1 the 
functions of the remaining organs follow, i.c. 
get merged in mi])d. “The tire is verily the 
.Fduna, for (hey in whom the fire has been extiii- 
giiihlied, go fen- rehirth with their organs absorbed 
in. mind'’ (,Pr. fl. 0). This text shows that the 
functions of all the organs get merged in mind. 


Tin' fvncinm of mind ijeU merrjed 


rana 


SIFT, lU II 

That 3Tfr: mind Sfroif in Pr^na from the 

subsequent clause (of the Sruti). 

3, That mind (is merged)' in Prana- 
Pas is seen) from the subsequent clause (of 
the Sruti cited). 
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Tiiat niindj in >¥111011 tlie functions of tko 
different organs get merged, in its ^ turn gets 
merged in Prana, for tlie Sruti cited in Sutra 
1 says, “Mind in Prana.” Tke oj)ponent kolds 
that here, unlike tke case of tlie organs, it is mind, 
itself, and not its function, tkat gets merged 
in Prana, inasmuck as Prana can be said to be 
tke material cause of mind. In sui^port of kis 
contention ke cites tke following texts; “Mind 
consists of food. Prana of water” (Ckk. 6. 6. 5) 
and “Water sent foidk eartk” (Ckk. G. 2. 4). 
Wken mind is merged in Prana, it is tke same- 
tiling as eartk being merged iii water, for mind 
is food or eartk, and Prana is water. Hence tke 
tSruti kere speaks not of tke function of mind, 
but of mind itself getting merged in Prana. Tke 
Sutra refutes tkis view and says tkat tkis relation 
of causality by an indirect process does not justify 
our understanding tkat mind itself is merged in 
Prana. So kere also it is tke function alone tkat 
gets merged, and tkis is justified on tke same 
grounds as given in Sutra 1, viz, scriptural state- 
ment and experience. We find tkat mind ceases 
to function in a dying man, even wkile kis vital; 
force is functioning. 

Topic 3: The, function of the vital force 
gets imrged in the individual soul. 

II « 11 

m Tkat (Pr4na) 31^^ in tke ruler (Jiva> 



4.2.5j 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


47T 


oil account of (statements expressing)- 
approach to that etc. 

4. That (Prana) is merged in the 
jailer (Jiva) on account of (statements ex- 
pressing) ap})roach to that etc. 

lu the text cited in Sutra 1 we have, “Prana 
(is inerg'ed) in fire.’' How then can it he said 
that the function of Prana is merged in the indi- 
vidual soul, asks tile opiionent. The Sutra justi- 
fies its view on the ground that statements about 
Pranas coming to the Jiva etc. are found in scrip- 
tural texts. “All the Pranas approach the 
departing man at the time of death” (Brill. 4. 3', 
38). Also, “WMien it departs, the vital force- 
follows” (Bi-ih. 4. 4. 2). The text cited in Sutr-a 
1 does not, however, contradict this view, as the 
following Sutra shows. 

II 11 

In the elements from the Srnti texts 

to that effect. 

5. In the elements (is merged) (the* 
Jiva with the Pranas), as it is seen from the* 
Srnti, '' 

If we understand, “Prana- (is merged) in 
fire” as meaning that the Jiva Avith Prana is 
merged in fire, thei'e is no contradiction bet-Aveen 
this Srnti text and Avhat is said in the last Sntra.. 
So Prana is first merged in the individual soul 
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itnd llit'-ii ilio son] with J’nina Uilcos iis nbode in 
llio fine osseuf'B of tlie gross elements, fire etc., 
ike seed of the future body. 

II ^ li 

Not one (both) deckire so % 

■for. 

6. (The soul with Prana is merged) 
jLiot in one (element only), for both (the 
iSruti and Smriti) declare so. 

At the lime of death, when the soul leaves 
one body and goes in for another, if together witli 
ihe subtle body, abides in the fine essence of all 
"the gross elements and not in hre. only, for all the 
■elements are reciuired for a future body. 
Vide d. 1. 2. 


'Topic 4: 'i'Jip mode of dcporlure from- flie, hodp 
rip to ihe leatj is eoniinon to both, a hnou'e.r of 
ih-e Sapuna Ihuihinan and an ordinary man. 

^?TRT , ^3TWr || ^ || 

?W[Rr Common ^ and 3Tf up to the 

beginning of their ways immortality and 

not having burnt (ignorance). 

7. And common (is the mode of de- 
parture at the time of death for both the 
laiower of the Saguna Brahman and the 
ignorant) up to the beginning of their ways; 
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because (the scriptures) declare the state of 
relative existence (till then). 

Ill di(3 text cited in SuiTa 1 we lun-'e, “And 
tire (is iiierft'ed) in the Supreme Peity'h The 
eppeneiit argues tlrut as fires and the oilier elo- 
iiieiiis are merged in the Snimune Deity, which is 
the (umse of tliese elenienis, this is only the final 
dissolution, and so everyone at death attains 
Liberation. This Suira says that this merging is 
not ab.sohiie mei'ging, but the one we experience 
in deep slee}). Duly the functions of these ele- 
ments are nieiged, and not the elements them- 
selves. The final dissolution does not tahe place 
till Kiiowdedge is attained; for the scriptures 
■declare that till then the individual soul is sub- 
ject to relative existence: ‘'Some souls enter the 
womb to have a body’’ etc. (Kaih, 2. 5. 7). If 
the merging at death were absolute, then there 
•ooiild be no rebirth. 


n s ii 

Subtle SWPlclJ as regards blkc ^ and so 
because it is experienced. 

9. (This fine body) is subtle (by 
nature) and size, because it is so expert - 
<enced. 

Tile body formed from the essence of the 
.'gross elements in which the soul abides at the 
itime of death is subtle by nature and size. This 



4.2.12] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


4S1 


is im(I(3rsto()(l from scriptural .statements whioli 
declare that it i?oe,s out along- the ISladis (nerves'). 
So it is nece.ssarily subtle or small in size. Its 
transparency explains Avliy it is not obstructed by 
gr(j.ss bodie.S', or is Jiot seen ndien it ])asses cmt at 
death. . 

II II 

Not by the destruction 31^: therefore. 

10. : Therefore (this subtle body is) not 
(destroyed) by the destruction (of the gross 
body). 

II r< II 

To this (fine body) alone ^ and 
because of possibility T^: this 3)^ (bodily) heat. 

11. And to this (fine body) alone does 
this (bodily) heat belong, because this (only) 
is possible. 

The bodily heat observed in living animals 
belong.s to this subtle body and not to the gross 
body, for the heat is felt so long as there is life 
and not after that. 

Topic (y : The Prmms of a knower of the Kirguna 
Brohman do not depart from the body at death. 

II II 

accoxint of denial ^ %i,if it be said 
not so ^fttHfl^from the individual soul. 
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12. If it be said (that the Pranas of a 
knower of Brahman do not depart), on 
account of the Sriiti denying it; (we say) 
not so, (because the scripture denies the 
departure of the Pranas) from the indivi- 
dual soul (and not from the body). 

This Sutru «Ji‘ives the view the opponent. 

“Hh Ih'iinns do dei)uH" (Brill, 4. 4. (i). 
This text refers to u kiunver of the Nii'g’un-a 
hrahinaii. It says ihat his Pruuas do noi depart 
at death. The oppoiu'iit holds that tlu' denial of 
the departure of the Pranas is from the soul and 
not from the body. It says that the Pranas do' 
not dejiart from the soul — not that they do not 
depart from the body, tor in the latter case there 
will be no death at all. Tliis is made all the> 
more clear from the Madhyundina recension, 
which says, “Prom huu” etc. Therefore the soul 
of one who knows Brahman passes ont of tlie body 
with the Pranas. 


II 11 

Clear ft fi>r some (schools). 

13. For (the denial of the departure) 
is clear (in the texts) of some (schools). 

This Sutra refutes the view of the previous 
one by ooutiecfing' the denial to the body and noi 
to the soul. 

That the Prtlnas do ,not depart from tlie body 
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is made clear from Smti texts like, “ ‘Yajiuival- 
kyu’, said he, ‘When this (liberated) man dies, do 
his Pranas g*o np from him, or do they not?’ ‘JS'o’ 
replied Yajnavalkya, ‘they merge in him only’ ” 
etc, (Brih. 3. 2. 11). Therefore we have to 
take even the Madhyaiidina reading ‘from hiiii’ 
to refer to the body. It is not true that if the 
Pranas do not depart there will be no death, for 
they do not remain in the body, but get merged, 
which makes life impossible, and we say in com- 
mon parlance that the person is dead. Moreover, 
if the Pranas did depart with the soul from the 
body, then a rebirth of such a soul would be in- 
evitable, and consequently there would be no 
Liberation. So the Pranas do not depart from 
the body in the case of the knovrer of Brahman. 

^ j| II 
The Smriti says (so) ^ and. 

14. And the Smriti (also) says (so). 

“The gods themselves are perplexed, lookings 
for the path of him who has no path” (Mbh. 
12. 270. 22) which thus denies departure for the 
knower of Brahman. 

Topic 7: The organs of the knower of the 
Nirguna Brahman get merged in It at death. 

^ 1^, a n ii 

Those in the Supreme Brahman ^ so ^ 
for (the scripture) says. 
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15. Those (Pranas) (are merged) in 
, the Supreme Brahman, for so. (the scripture) 

! .says. 

This Sutra descn-ibes what happens to the 
' Pranas (organs) and the fine essence of the gi‘os,s 

•elements in which they abide, in the cas<j of a 

.= idiower of Binhman who » dies. These organs and 

the elements get merged in the Supreme Bra li- 
man, *‘The sixteen digits of this witness, the 
i Purusha, having their goal in Hint are dissolved 

on reaching I-rim”’(Pr. 0. 5). The‘ text, “.A.11 the 
fifteen parts of their body enter into their causes” 
etc. (Mu. 3. 2. 7) gives the end from a relative 
standpoint,- according to winch the body disinte- 
grates and goes back to its cause,' the elements. 
The former text speaks from a tratiscendental 
standpoint, according to which the whole aggre- 
gate is merged in B-rahinan, even as the. illusory 
sna.ke is merged in the rope when, knowledge 
dawns. ■ , 

Topic 8: nthe di,gits {Kala&) of the hnower of the 
N'irguna Brahman attain absolute non- 
di^tinotion with Brahman at death. 

. . . ^^11 
3!%fPT: Non-distinction account of the 

katement (of the scriptures). ' ' 

' 16.' (Absolute), , nonTdistinction , (with 
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Brahman of the paxts merged takes place) 
^according to tlie statement (of the scrip- 
tures). 

'Their names and forms are destroyed, and 
i)eqple speak of the Burnsha only. Them he be- 
.eomes devoid of digits and immortal” (Pr. 6. 5). 
.Lho digits get absolutely merged in the Supreme 
Bralimau. The mea-giug in the case of the 
knower of hrahman is absolute, whereas in the 
•t^ase of an ordinary person it is not so; they exist 
in a fine potential state, the cause of future re- 
hirth. ]3ut in the case of the knower of Brahman, 
J^owledge having destroyed ignorance, all these 
digits which are but its elfects, get merged abso- 
Zutely, n ithont any ohasu'e of cropping up -again. 
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because o£ the appj'opi^i^tcness of constant medita- 
tion of the way which is a part of that knowledge 
and being favoured by Him who resides 

in the heart by the one that is beyond the. 

hundred. , 

17. (When ■'the soul of a knower of the- 
Saguna Brahman is about to depart from 
the body, there is) the illumining of the top 
of its abode (the heart) ; with the passage- 
(for the exit of the soul) illumined by this, 
light (the soul departs), being favoured by 
Him who resides in the heart, along that 
nerve which is beyond the hundred (i.e. the 
hundred and first nerve or the Sushumna) 
owing to the efficacy of the knowledge and 
the appropriateness of his constant medita- 
tion on the way which ,is a part of that 
knowledge. 

This Sutra describes the exit from the body 
of a knower of the Saguna Brahman. It has al- 
ready been stated in Sutra 7 that till the soiil's- 
entering on the path, the mode of departure of a 
Imower of the Saguna Brahman and an ignorant 
man is the same. The Brihadaranyaka text des- 
(Tibing the death of a person says, “When this, 
self becomes weak and senseless, as it were, the- 
organs come to it-.. it comes to the heart” .(Brih. 
4. 4. 1); again, “The top of the heart brightens. 
Through that brightened top the self departs,. 
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-either tiiroug'li the eye, or through the head, or 
rhi‘t>ug‘h a)iy other y)art of the body’’ (Brih. 
4. 4. 2). These texts show that at the time of 
4eutji the soul together Avith the organs comes to 
the heart. At that moment the departing soul, 
on account of its past works, has a pecuiliar con- 
;s<uousness picturing to it its next life, and goes to 
the body which is revealed by that consciousnes.s. 
Ihiis is what is referred to as the illumining of 
(the top of the heart. "With this particular coii- 
i 4 ciou.sneHs the soul goes out, along one of the 
lierves that issue from the heart, to the eyes, or 
tears, or the skull, or other parts of the body, 
AAdiich it finally leaves through that particular 
t(txit. The questio]! now is Avhether this departure 
is the same for a Icnower of the Saguna Brahman 
nnd an ordinary man. This Sutra says that 
though the illumining of the top of the heart is 
-common to both, yet the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman, through the grace of the Lord Avho 
abides in the heart, departs through the skull 
(Only, Avhile others depart through other paiis. 
This is ('.onsi, stent Avith his knowledge and cons- 
tant meditation on the way out through the 
hundred and first nerve, the Sushumna. The 
following text elucidates it; “There are a 
Imndred and one nerves of the heart; one of 
them jjenetrates the head ; going up along that, 
le attains Immortality; the others serving for 
parture in various directions’’ (Chh. 8, 6. 64> 
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lopic 10: The soul of a knower of lli.c 

Jimh-Tium follows the raps of the ami after 
death and. ejoes to BraTun aloha. 

H V 11' 

Following the rays. 

18. (The soul of a knower of the 
Saguna Brahmau when he dies) follows the* 
rays (of the sun). 

In the Ciiliandogya rpanisluuT ^ye Imre, 
so do these rays of the snn go to both tin* worlds, 
this as well as the other. I’hey pro(*eed from the* 
sim and enter into these nerves"^ (8. 0. 2); again, 
“When he Ihus departs from this body, their 
along tliese very rays lie proceeds upwards^ etc. 
(8. 0. 5), In these texts we learn that the soul of 
the knower of the 8aguna llrahnian, after depart- 
ing from, the body along the Snshimina, follows 
the rays of the sun. A donht arises whether the 
soul of one who passes away in the night also 
follows the rays. The Sutra says that the soul, 
whether it departs in the night or during the day„ 
follows the rays. 

?T, • 

11 n 11 

Iflkr In the night 5T not ^ %S,if it be said «T not 
^rR?I:^''^lfe'lId.beoause the connection con- 
tinues as long as tiie l)ody lasts (the Sruti} 

declares ^ also. 
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19. If it be said (that the soul does) 
not (follow the rays) in the night, (we say) 
not so, because the connection (of the 
nerves and the rays) continues a-s long as 
the body lasts; (the Sruti) also declares 
(this) . , • . 

The text quoted in the last Sutra*, Chh, 8. C 2, 
sliows that the connection between the rays and 
the nerves lasts as long* as the body lasts. So' it 
is immaterial whether the soul passes out by day 
or by night. , Moreover, the sun^s ihys continue 
even during the night, though we do not feel their 
presence owing to the fact that at night their 
number is limited. The Sruti also says, ^ “Even 
by night the sun sheds his rays.’’^ The result of 
knowledge cannot be made to depend on the acci- 
dent of death* by day or night. 

, Topic 11: The soul of the hnower of the Saguna 
Brahman goes to Brahvialohi even if he slwuld 
die during the southern course of the sun. 

i] Ro II 

For the same reason ^ and during the 
Slinks course even southern. 

^0. 'And for the same reason (tbe soul 
follows the rays) even ^uring the sun's 
southern course. ' ‘ ' ■ i* ' 

An objection is raised by the opijonent that 
the soul of the hnower - of Brahman' - who pa 
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away (luring tlie southern, course of the suii does 
not follow the rays to Brahmaloka, as both the 
>5ruti and vSmriti say that only one who dies 
during* the northern course of the sun goes there. 
Moreover, it is also wTitten that Bhishma waited 
for th^ northern course of the sun to leave the 
body. This Sutra says that for the some reason 
as mentioned in the last Sutra, i,e. the unreason- 
ableness of making tlie result of knowledge 
depend on the accident of death happening at a 
particular time, the knoAver of the Saguna Brah- 
man goes to Brahmaloka even if he should die 
during the southern course of the sun. In the 
text, .“Those who know thiis,..go .to light, from 
light to day, from day to the bright half of the 
month, and from that to the six months of the 
northern course of the sun” (Chh. 10. 1), the 
points in the noidhcrn course of the sun do not 
refer to any division of time but to deities as will 
be shoATO under 4. 3. 4. Bhishma’s waiting, how- 
ever, was for upholding aiJproved custom and for 
showing that on account of his father’s boon he 
could die at will. 

^ ^ ^ II II 

51% With respect to the' Yogis ^ and 
the Smriti declares belonging to the class of 
Smritis and tjhiese two, 

21. And (these times) the Smriti 
declares with respect to the Yogis; and 
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these two (\oga and Sankhya according 
to which they practise Sadhanh) are classed 
as Smritis (and not Srutis). 

In the Gitu we have pussag-es Avhich declare 
diat persons who die dining* the day etc. do not 
j-eturn any more to this mortal world. Yide 
Gita 8. 23, 24. On the strength of these texts, 
the opponent says that the decision of the pre- 
rious Sutra cannot be correct. This Sutra refutes 
that objection saying that these details ‘as to time 
mentioned in the (xita apply only to ‘Yogis who 
practise Sadhana according to Y^oga and Sanldiya 
.systems; and these two are Smritis, not Srutis. 
Hence the limitations as to time mentioned in 
them do not apply to those who meditate on the 
:Sagnna .Brahman according to the Sruti texts. 



CHAPTER TV 


, Section iti 

In tile last section tlie departure of tlie soul’ 
of a Itnower of tire Saguna Braliman iDy tlie 
of tlie gods lias been described. This .section 
deals with tbe patli itself. 

Topic 1: The path connected uvtJi. deities hcfjin- 
nirifj, with that of the ffamc is the oiihj path to 
Brahmaloka. 

cRsrf^: ii ^ ii 

(On the path connected with deities), 
beginning with that of the flame that' being 

well known (from the Sritti). 

1. (On the path connected with 
deities) beginning with that of the flame- 
(the soul of the knower of the Sagnna Brah- 
man travels to Brahmaloka after death), 
that being well knowi) (from the ^riiti). 

* In the last section it Avas stated that the 
knower of the Sagnna Brahman travels by 
Bevay^a or the path of the gods to Brahmaloka, , 
About this path itself different texts make 
different decla.ratians. The Chhdndogya’ and the- 
Brihadaranyaka ’saT that the departed soul of’ 
such a person rea'ch^s, , ffrst the deity identiffed- 
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■witli , the flame. A'icle Chli. 5. 10. 1 and BriL. 
(). 2. 15.. The Brihadavanyalra- in (ionnection with 
another Yidya says that it readies the air. T'ide* 
Brih. 5. 10. 1. T'he Ivanshitalvi ITpanishad says, 
tliat it reaches the world of fire. A^icle Kaii, 1. d. 
The Mnndahfi says that it travels by the path of. 
the sim. Vide Mii, 1, 2. 11. The question is whether 
tJiese texts refer' to diflereut paths or are diflerent 
descriptions of the same patli, the path of. the' 
gods. The opponent holds that these, texts refer" 
to diflerent paths to Brahmaloka. The Sntrai 
refutes this view and says that all the texts refer- 
to and give only different particulars of the same' 
path, the path connected Avith deities beginning- 
with that identified with the flame. AVhy? Om 
account of its being Avell known from the Sruti 
texts that this is the path for all knowers of Brah- 
man. “Those who kmnv this (Banchagni Yidya> 
and those who in the forest meditate with faith 
and penance, reach the deity identified with 
flame” etc.’ (Chh. 5. 10. 1) diows that this path' 
connected with deities beg.inning witk that of the' 
flume belongs to all knowers of Brahman Avhat- 
ever be the Vidya through which they have- 
attained that knoAvledg'e. Moreover, the goat 
attained, viz. Brahmaloka, being- the same in all' 
cases, and there being no jnstificqtipn for regar<l- 
ing the, path as di-flerent on Recount of their being- 
treated,. in , diflerent - chp/ptej’^-, .singe, some part of 
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ilie pilih. is recogiiizcHl in nil texts, we liave (o 
•conelnde that all the texts refer to the same path, 
hut give clitt'erent pnitieulars, which have all to 
fl)(‘ combined for a full description of the path. . 

Topic '2: The ilepnriing soul reaches the deltg 
of the year and then the deity of the air. 

5 11 H 11 

^13^ The deity of the air the deity of 

'the year on account of the absence 

•and presence of specification. 

2. (The departed soul of a knower of 
rthe Saguna Brahman goes) from the deity 
*of the year to the deity of the air, on ac- 
count of the absence and presence of 
rspecification. 

In the last Sutra it Avas vstated that the 
‘diherent texts give different particulars or stages 
-of the same irath. This Sutra -fixes the order of 
the stages. The Kaushitaki describes the path us 
follows; “The Upasaka, having reached the 
])ath of the gods, reaches • the Avorld of Agni (fire), 
•of Vayii (air), of ATiruna, . of Indra, of Prajapati, 
•aiul then of Bi-ahmaii” (Ivau. 1. 3), Again the 
Chhandogya TJpanishad describes the path ps 
folloAvs: “They reach the deity identified with 

the flame, from him to the deity of the day, from 
^lim to the deity, bf the bright half of the month, 
from him. to the 'deities identified with the six 
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months of the northern i>ath of the sun. from, 
them to the deity pf the year, from him to the 
deity of the snn, from him to the deity of the- 
moon, from him to the deity of lightning''" 
(Chh. 5. 10. 1). 

In these two texts the first deity they reach is- 
said to be the deity of the flame or fire. So the 
starting point is clearly pointed out by both, 
texts, for they say that having reached the path, 
of the gods the departed souls reach this dfeity. 
Combining these two texts we have to place the- 
deity of air in between the deity of the year and 
the deity of the sun. Why? Because of the 
absence and presence of specification. “When a* 
man departs from this world, he reaches the- 
(deity identified with) air, which mahes an o'pm- 
ing for him... He goes upwards through that and 
reaches the {deity of the) sun” '{Bxih. 5. 10. 1). 
This text fixes that air comes immediately before 
the sun because we perceive a regular order of 
succession. But as regards air coming after the-, 
deity of the flame there is no specification, but 
•simply a statement: “He comes from the world 
of fire to that of air.” In between these two- 
stages we have several other stages which the 
Chhfindogya text mentions. Again in the text, 
“Erom the deities identified with the six months 
in which the sun travels northward he reaches the- 
deity identified with the world of the gods” 
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(Brill. 0. 2, 13). To keep the inmiecliate sequence 
of the deity identified nitli air and that 
identified with the sun, we must understand, that 
the soul passes from the deity of the world of the 
.^^•ods to the deity of the air. Again in the texts 
'of the ChhaiiVlogya tiud the Brihadaraiiyaka, the 
-deity of the Avorld of the gods is not mentioned 
ill the former and the deity of the year in the 
latter. Both ha\’'e to be included in the full des- . 
-cription of the path, and since the year is connec- 
ted with the . months, the deity of the year 
jirecedes the deity of the world of the gods. 

Topic o: After Teaching the dcitg identified wiih> 
dightning ike sovl Teaches the world of Varuna. ’ 

II ^ II 

After the deity of lightning (comes) 
Varuna (rain-god) ^'^F^^Rkon account of the connec- 
tion. i 

3. After (reaching) the deity of light- 
ning (the soul reaches) Varuna, on account 
the connection (between the two). 

The Chh^ndogya text reads, “From the sun 
to the mooti, from moon to lightning.’' The 
Jxaushitaki text reads, “From Vayu to Varuna.” 
'Ooinhinihg these two -texts we have to place 
Varuna after lightnings on account of the con- 


neetioii bet\yeen the. two. Varuna is the god of 
aain, and lightning .-.^preoedes rain. So after 
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lig-iitniiig- comes A^arima. And after Yaruna come 
Indra and Prajapati, for there is no other place 
for them, tmd the Kaushiiaki text also puts them 
there. . ■ 

So the complete enumeration of the stages of 
the path of the gods is as follows : First the 
■deity of the flame or fire., then the deity of the 
day, the deity of the bright half of the month, 
the deities of the six months when the sun travels 
to the north, idle deity of the year, the deity of the 
world of gods, the deity of the air, the sun, the 
moon, the deity of lightning, the., world of 
Yaruna, the woidd of . Indra, the world of Praja- 
,pati, and finally Brahmaloka. 

Topic 4: Flame etc. referred to in the teoot 
descrihinp the path of the pods mean deities' 
identified- with the fiaiiie etc., which 
conduct the soul stage after stage 
bill BrahmalolM is reached. 

II 5? II 

(These are) deities couducting the soul 
account of indicatory marks of that. 

4. (These are) deities conducting the 
•soul (on the path of the gods), on account 
of indicatory marks to that effect. 

In the texts cited in the previous Sutras, 
flame, bright half of the months year, ; etc, are the 
deities identified with' these, which receive the 
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departed soul and conduct it on its way to 
Bralimaloka. Tliat deities are meant liere, and 
not marks or places oi enjoyment, is indicated 
by tbe text of the (IJiliandogya, wbicli ends tluis : 
“From tbe moon to tbe lightning. Then a being* 
Avbo is not a man leads tbem to Brabman’’ (Cbb. 
4. 15. 5; 5. 10. 1). Tins text sbows that nnlike 
tbe inevious guides wbo were more or less linman,, 
tills particular guide is not buman in nature. 

the benumbed state of both 
5 that is Qstablished. 

5. (That deities are meant in those 
texts) is established, because both (i.e. the 
traveller and the path) are benumbed (i.e* 
unconscious) . 

The departed souls, because their organs etc.. 
are withdrawn into tbe mind, are incapable of 
guiding themselves. And the flame etc. being 
without intelligence cannot guide the souls. 
Hence it is. proved that intelligent deities identi- 
fied with the flame etc. guide the souls to Brahma - 
loka. Moreover, as the organs of the departed 
souls are withdrawn into the mind, they cannot 
enjoy, and so flame and the rest cannot hcf worlds 
where they enjoy. ’ . 

il ^ 11 

' By (the superhuman) guide connected 
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witli lightning alone from thence that 

being known from the Sriiti. 

_ 6. JroiTi thence (the sonls are guided) 

by the very same (superhuman) person who 
comes to Jightning, that being known from 
the bruti. 

After they have reached the deity identified 
with liglilniiig., they are led by that very super- 
luinian person who takes charge of them from the 
deity of lightning to Jlralimalolca through the 
worlds of Varuna, Indra, and Prajapati. This is 
known from Chh. 4. lo. o, 5. U). I und Brih. 
6, -w. 15. A aruna and others do not actually 
guide the soul like the earlier guides, since the 
su])erhuman person guides tliein all through after 
lightning up to Brahmaloka. They ouly favour 
the souls either by not obstruc.ting or helping 
them in some way. 

Therefore it is established that by flame etc. 
deities are meant. 


7lhe Btahvian to which tfie departed 
!jo by the path of the gods is the 
Saguna Brahman 
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7. The relative (Brahman) (is attaiji- 
ed by the soul going by the path of the 
gods), (so says) Badari, on account of the 
possibility of its being the goal (of a 
journey) . 

In tlie previous Sutra the way was discussed. 
Now from this Sutra omvards the discussion is 
about the goal reached. Tlie Chhandogya text, 
quoted in conno'ction with the Avay, says, “Then 
a being who is not a man leads them to Brah- 
man'’ (Ohh. 5. 10. 1). ’the question is whether 

this Brahman is the Saguna Brahman or the 
'Sujjreme Brahman. Badari says it is the Saguna 
Brahman, for stu’h a journey is possible only 
with respe(;t to the Saguna Brahman,, which is 
finite and therefore occupies a particular place 
to which the souls may go. But it is not possible 
wdth I'espect to the Nirguna Brahman, which is 
all-pervading. 

II 11 

account of the qualification and. 

8. And on account of the quali.fica- 
tion (with respect to this Brahman in 
another text). 

“And conducts them to the worlds of 
Brahman” (Brih. 6. 2. 15). The plural number 
is not possible, with respect to the Supreme 
Brahman, while it is possible in the case of the 
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HnjA’una ‘Braiiia-.nK whieli may abide in diberent 
•(‘onditinns. 

HufNT^ggs-qqtiEi: 11 S, II 

On account of the nearness g but ?TcJ: 
(its) designation as that. 

9. But on account of the nearness (of 
the Sagnna Brahman to the Supreme Brah- 
man, it is) designated as that Supreme 
Brahman). 

‘But.’ sets aside any doubt that may arise on 
n ('count of the word ‘Brahman’ being used for 
tlie Saguna lirahman in the Chhaudogya text. 
‘This designation, the Sutra says, is because of 
the nea.nie*5 of the .Sagumr Brahman, to the Sup- 
teeme Brahman. 

II II 

On the dissolution of the Byahmaloka 
along with the ruler of that world (i.r. 
Sagnna Brahman) 81^: 'R??; higher than that (i.e.. the 
Supreme Brahman) on account of the de- 

claration of the Sruti. 

10. On the dissolution of the Brah- 
maloka (the souls attain), along with the 
ruler of that world, what is higher than 
that (i.e. the Supreme Brahman), on ac- 
count gf the declaration of the Sruti. 

If the -souls 'going hy tlie path of the gods 
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lencli llu! Sao'iiua Braliman, tlieii liow can a state- 
ment lik{' "'They no move return, to tills -world” 
(Brill,. (). 2. Id) 1)(‘ niaile witli respe(‘t to tlieiu, 
as there can he no pernianency anywhere a]>art 
from tile Supreme Brahman? This vSutra ex- 
])laiHs it sayiiif^' that at the dissolution of the 
Bralnnnloka the souls, which by that time have- 
attained Xuowledt>'e, alon<? with the Sagniiia 
Brahman attain what is higher than the Sao'una 
Brahman, i\c. the Supreme Brahman. So the 
Sriiti texts declare. 


II V< II 

On account of the Smriti and. 

11, And on account of the Smritf. 
(texts 'supporting this view). 

q< II ll 

'RSi The Supreme (Brahman) (so says)' 

Jaimini on account of that being the 

primary meaning (of the word ‘BrahrnanT. 

12. The Supreme (Brahm.an) (is. 

attained by the souls going by the path of 
the gods), (so says) Jaimini, on account of 
that being the primary meaning (of tlie^ 
word 'Brahman’). ^ 

Sutras 12*14 , give, u -prrma facie view of the' 
matter. , ■■ ■- , ^ 

Jaimini thinks that the word ‘Brahman' in. 
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the (.'lilituuloo'yu foxt refei's to the Supreme 
JJritlnoai), as that is the priimiry meaning- ot the 
word. 


II II 

aeconnt of tlio Sniti texts ^ siiid. 

13. And because the Sruti declares 

ithat. 

“(joing U])wui‘ds by that he readies immor- 
tality'’ (Ciih. 8, 0. G; Kath. 3. G. IG). This text 
says that the soul wliicli ]>asses out of the body by 
•the nerve Sushumiia reacdu's immortality, and 
this can be attained only in the Supreme 
tlirahnian. - 


H ^ II II 

ft Not =st and ^ in the Sagan a Brahman 
the desire to attain Brahnian. 

14. ' And the desire to attain Brahman 
(which an Upasaka has at the time of death 
.can) not (be with respect to) the Saguna 
Brahman , 

“1 come to the as.seinbly-hous 0 of Prajapati” 
(Clili. 8. 14. 1). This desire to- attain ‘the house’ 
<‘-annot bo wiih respect to the Saguna Brahman, 
but is appropriate only with respect to the Sup- 
reme Brahman. , For the text quoted says earlier, 
“And that within which these (names and forms) 
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lire contained is Hmhnum,'^ Avliere the >Siipreiue 
Jirahinan is ret'erred to. 

Sutras .12-14 give the opponent's viev 
ag'uiiist niiat lias been said in Sutras 7-11. The 
urg-mnents of Sutras 12-14 are refuted thus: The 
Brahman attained hy those who go hy the path 
of the gods cannot be the Supreme Brahman. 
They attain only ihe Saguna Brahman, The 
Supreme Brahman* is. all-pervading, the Inner' 
Self of all. vSiieh a Brahman cannot be attained,, 
for It is the Self of everyone. louriiey or. 
attainment is ])ossible only where there is 
dilference, where the attainer is diHerent fronii 
the thing attained. AVhat is called realizatioui 
of the Supreme Brahman is nothing but the 
removal of ignorance about It. In such a reali- 
zation there is no going or attaining. AVhen* the 
ignorance is removed Brahman manifests Itself, 
But the attainment of Brahman spohen of in tho 
texts (connected with tiie path of the gods is not 
merely the removal of ignorance but actuaL 
Such an attainment is not jiossible with, resiiect 
to the Supreme Brahman. Again the iiassagt'. 
"I enter the u.ssembly-house of Prajapati,” etc., 
can be separated from what precedes and be con- 
nected with the Sagnna Brahman. The fact that 
Chh. 8. 14. 1 says, “I am the glory of the 
Brahmanas, o| the lungs” cannot mahe it refer 
to the JSUrgxma Brtihinan, for the vSagnna Brah- 
man can also be said to be the Self of all, as we 
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fiucl in texts like, “He to wiioro. all -works, all 
desires belong” etc. (CIiIl. 3. 14. 2). Tbe 
reference to the journey to Brahman, which 
belongs to the sphere of relative knowledge, in a 
chapter which deals with Supreme Knowledge is 
only by way of glorification of the latter. There- 
fore the view expressed in Sutras 7-11 by Badari 
is the correct one. 


Topic 6: Only thoac lolio have .worshipped the 
Saguna Brahman without a symbol 
attaii7i Brahnialoka, 


n ii 

Those who do not use a symbol 

(of Brahman) in their meditations (the super- 
human being) leads so says B^bdar&iyana 

if this distinction is made there being 

no contradiction meditation on that 

(so does one become) ^ and. 

15. Badarayana says that (the super- 
human being) leads (to Brahmaloka only) 
those who do not use a symbol (of Brahman) 
in their meditations, there being no contra- 
diction if this distinction is made, and (it 
being construed by the principle) as is the 
meditation on that (so does one become). 

The question is raised Avhether all worshippers 
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of tlie tSag'unti Bnilimaii go to .Bj-almialoka, 
lieiug led by tbe superhuman being mentioned 
in Clili. 4. 15. 5.' The opponent holds that they 
do, according to d. d. 81 ante, where it is 
expressly stated that all, whatever bo their Yidya, 
go to Brahmuloka, Tdiis Sutra says that only 
those worshippers of the Saguna Brahman wlio 
do not use any symbol of Brahman in their medi- 
tation go there. This, however, does not con- 
tradict what is -said in 8. 8. 31 if we understand 
that by ‘all’ are meant all those worship])ers who 
'do not take the help of any symbol. Moreover, 
ihis view is justihed by the Sruti and Smriti 
declarations which say, “In whatevej- foj'in they 
meditate on Him, that they become.” .In the 
worship of the symbols the meditations are n.ot 
fixed on Brahman, the symbols' being' the chief 
thing in them, and so the worshiitper does not 
attain Brahmaloku. But the case of one who 
worships the five fires is different, as there is a 
direct scriptural statement saying that he goes to 
Brahmaloka. AYhere there is no such direct 
scriptural statement, we have to hold that only 
those whose object of meditation is Bi-abinau, go 
to Brahmaloka, not others. 

^ II 11 

Difference and the scripture declares. 

16 . And the scripture declares a 
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■difference (with respect to meditations on 
■symbols) , 

“(Jiie wLo iiieilitates l^pol^ name as Braliman 
beeomes iiule])en(lent so tar as name readies” 
(Clili. T. 1. 5); “One ayIio meditates uiion speech 
;as Brahman bectmies indeiiendent so far as speedi 
readies” (Clili. 7. 2. 2). In these texts the Sruti 
tells of different results according to the differ- 
■emte in the symbols. This is possible because the 
medilations depend on symbols, while there could 
be no such difference in results if they depended 
lon the one non-ditt'erent Brahman. Hence it is 
-ideal* that Ihose who use symbols for their medi- 
tations cannot g-o to Erahmaloka like those who 
iineditate on the Sag'una Brahman. 


CHAPTER IV 


Section iv 

In the last section the attainment of Bralnna- 
ioka by the worshippers of the Sagnnii Brahman 
has been dealt with. This section deals with the 
realization of the Supreme ]R*almian by Its- 
worshippers. 

Topic 1: The released soul does not acquire 
anythiny new hut only manifests its 
true nature. 

II II 

Having attained there is manifesta- 
tion (of its real nature) from the word 

‘own’. 

1. (When the Jiva) has attained (the 
highest light) there is manifestation (of its 
real nature), as -we know from the word 
‘own’. 

“ISTow this serene and happj’ being, after- 
having risen from this body, and having attained 
the highest light, reaches its own true form” 
(Chh. S. 3. 4). The opponent explains this text as 
follows : • The individual soul wdiich has got rid 
of its identification with the three bodies, riz. 
gross, subtle, and causal, after attaining Brahmais 
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exists in. tke state of Liberation. This Liberation, 
■svas not a pre-existent tiling, but something' that is 
newly acquired like heaven, as the word ‘reaches’ 
in the text (dearly .show.s. l^herefore Liberation is- 
soniething new that is acquired by the Jiva, The 
Sutra refutes this view and says that the word 
‘own’ shows that Tjiberation was a pre-existent 
thing. The Jiva manifests its own nature, l.e. its- 
real nature, which was so long' covered with ignor- 
ance. This is its attainment of Liberation. It is- 
nothing' that is newly acquired. 

5^^:, n n 

Released ftom tiie premise. 

2. (The Self which manifests Its true- 

nature attains) Liberation, (as is known) 
from the premise (made in the scriptures). 

If Liberation is nothing' new that is acqidred 
by the Jiva, then what is its diterence from, 
bondage^ The Jiva in tke state of bond- 

age was subject to the three states of wakeful- 
ness, dream, and deep sleep, and was experienc- 
ing hapiiiuess and misery, imagining itself to be 
Unite. On being freed from all these misconcep- 
tions it realizes its true nature, which is Absolute 
Bliss. This removal of all misconceptions is what 
is known as liberation. Between these two states- 
there is a world of difference. How is it knowiii 
that in this state the Jiva is liberated? Rrom the- 
premise made in the scriptnres — says the Sutra.. 
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“1 •will explain It to you further” (Chli. 8. 9. 3; 
8. 10. 4; 8. 11. 3) — here the Srriti proposes to 
-expouiul tlnit Keif which is free from all iiuperfec- 
lioiis, and it l)ef»‘iiis Ihus ; “The being without 
Ihe body is not touched by pleasure and pain” 
((jhli. 8. 12. I) and concludes, “Thus does this 

serene being idsing above its body and having 
reached tin; highest light, ai)peaj- in. its own true 
nature” (CTih. 8. 12. 3). 

^TfT, JiTOm. II ^ II 

The Supreme Self account of the 

context. 

3. (The Tight’ attained by the Jiva 
is) the Supreme Self; on account of the 
'Context. 

The ’Light’ attained by the -liva which is 
refeiTe<l to in the Chh. 8., 3, 4 is the Supreme Self, 
.and not any physical light, for the Self is the 
subject-matter which is introduced thus: “The 
:Seif which is free from evil, undecaying,” etc. 
(Chh, 8. 7, 1). The word ‘light’ is also used to 
nienote the Self in texts like, “Upon that immortal 
Light ot all lights the gods meditate as longevity” 
‘{Brih. 4. 4. 16). 

Topic 2: The relation of the released, soul 

.with Brahman is one of non-^-paration. 

II » II 

As Insoparable for it is so seen 

from the scriptures. - 
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4. (The Jiva in the state of Libera- 
tion exists) as inseparable (from Brahman)., 
for it is so seen from the scriptures, 

"rite question is j-aised wlietlier tlie. Jiva in the- 
state ot Liberatiou exists as different i’rone 
t^rahnian or as one witli, and inseparahle from, ft, 
Tlie vSuti'H sa;v's that it exists as inseparahle front 
Brahman, for tlu* scriptures say so. “That tliou 
art'’ (Chh. 0. 8. 7): “I am Brahman” (Brih, 1, 4.. 
10); “Being‘ hut Brahman, he is merg-ed in 
Brahman” (Brih, 4. 4. G) — all these texis declare- 
that the released soul is identical with Brahman. 
Passag'es which speah of difference have to he- 
explained in a secondary sense as expressing- 
unity. 


Topic o: (iJioracleriiit/cs of the iliat hai( 
atfaiTted fhe NWpvna Brahman. 

n ^ ii 

^ As possessed of the attributes of Brahma ir 

(so says) Jaimini on account of the 

reference etc. 

5. (The liberated soul exists) as 
possessed of the attributes of Brahman;- 
(so says) Jaimini, on account of the refer- 
ence etc. 

It has been said that the liberated send attain.'- 
Brahman. ' But Brahman has two aspects; one tht- 
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■inicoiidildoued asiHud as Pure Iiitellift’eiice and 
Knowledge*; the other as doserihed in the Chhan- 
dogya 8. T. 1, “The Self! wdiieli is free from evil, 
•iindeeaying’, iindyiTig, free; from sorrow, limigea 
and thirst, with true desires and volition’^ etc. 
Tile question is, which aspect does the liberated 
stnil attain? Jaimini says that it is the condi- 
tioned aspect. Why? On account of the referenc'e 
to the nature of the Self us being* such in the text 
• <*ited. ‘Etc.’ includes Vidhi and Tyapadesa. 
The Yidhi or injunction referred to is, “That is to 
be sought after,” which the same Ohhandogya 
text enjoins later on, and Yya^nulesa or assertion 
is the mention of the qualities of omniscience and 
►omnipotence in the same text — “Obtains all 
worlds and all desires.” On these grounds 
■Jaiiiiini thinks that the liberated soul attains the 
■conditioned aspect of Brahman. 


Solely as Pure Intelligence 
that being it.s true nature thus 

A-udnlomi (thinks). 

6. (The liberated soul exists)' solely 
■as Pure Intelligence, that being its true 
nature; thus Audulomi (thinks). 

This Sutrai. gives another view about the 
liberated state, which is that of the sage Andnlomi. 
'The soul being solely of the nature of Pure 
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hitellig'fc^nce, it ex 
Qualitie.s 

:)miD science are f 
.ilisonce (>t‘ sin etc, 


II vs 11 

oven account of refer- 
ence the former qualities existing 

there is no contradiction (so says) B^dara,- 

yana. 

7. Even if it be so {i.e. if the liberated 
soul exists as Pure Intelligence)^ on account 
of former qualities existing owing to refer- 
ence (we can accept them from the relative 
standpoint, for) there is no contradiction 
(between the two); (so thinks) BMarayana. 

Even, though from the absolute wstandpuint 
the nature of the liberated soul is Pure Intelli- 
gence, yet from the relative standpoint qualititjs 
referred to by Jaimini can he accepted, as this 
floes not contradict Audnloini’s view. Phe 
I’eleased soul never thinks of itself as omniscient, 
omnipotent, etc., but exists as Pure Intelligence. 
But from our relative standpoint we can say of 
such a released* soul as being omniscient etc., 
because Puje Intelligence is beyond our conce])- 
tion. The two views describe the liberated soul 
from two different standpoints, and so there is no 
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oon<n:<li(‘iion bol:w(i(‘n tlie two. So soys Hadtira- 
jantv. 

Topic 4: The kouI irhich hn.s attained the Sapuiap 
Brahman effects its desires hji mere wilt, 

11 i) 

^sR'qfcLThrough will only 5 but oii 

account of the scriptures saying that. 

8. But through mere Avill (the released 
souls attain their purpose), for the scrip- 
tures say so. 

The question of those who attain Bruhntaloku 
through the worship of the vSag'uini Brahman by 
means of Yidyas lilce the Dahara ^hclya is tahen 
up for discussion in this Sutra. In this Yidya, it 
is said, “'ll' he be desirous of the world of the- 
fathers, by his mere will they come to him” (dhh. 
8. 2. 1). The question is whether will alone 
suffices to get the result,' or a further operative 
cause is necessary. This Sutra says that by mere-, 
will the result comes, for the Sruti so declares. 
The will of the released is dilferent from our will, 
and has the power of producing results without, 
any operative cause. 

srg' ^ II ^ li 

3RT For the ivefy reason ^ and he Is. 

without a lord. Y ■ 
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9, And tor this very reason t 
leased soul is without a lord. 

A liberated soul is master of himself, 
them there is freedom iu all worlds” (Chi 


Topic 5: A released soul which has attained 
Brahmaloha can exist with or without 
a body according to its liking. 

^ II II 

Absence (of body and organs) stl^: B&dari 
(considers) 3111 (the Sruti) says % because Trqij^thus. 

10. There is absence (of body and or- 
gans, in the case of the released souls) 
(considers) Badari, because (the scripture) 
says thus. 

In the previous Sutra it was told that if one 
attains Brahmaloka, by his mere wish things come 
to pass. This shows that that soul possesses a 
mind. The question naturally arises whether it 
possesses a body and the organs. Badari says that 
it does not, for the scripture says so. “And it is 
by means of this divine eye of the mind that he 
sees the desires and rejoices” (Chh. 8. 12. 5), 
which shows that it possesses only the mind and 
not the organs etc. 

II 

vni Existence Jaimini f?Rv5'l'31R'iHI?tbecause 
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the scripture declares (the capacity to assume) 
diverse forms. 

11. (The released soul) possesses (a 
body and the organs), considers Jaimini, 
because the scriptures declare (the capacity 
on the part of such a soul to assume) diverse 
forms. 

“He being- one becomes three, five, seven, 
nine” (Chh. 7. 20. 2). This text says that a 
I'eleased soul can assume more than one form, 
which shows that, it possesses besides ihe mind, -a 
body and the organs. This is the view of 
Jaimini. 

§l?[?Oni^ff.Like the twelve days’ sacrifice 
(is) of both kinds Badar^yana 3?^! from this. 

12. From this BMar^yana (surmises) 
(that the released soul is) of both kinds, 
like the twelve days’ sacrifice. 

From the twofold declaration of the scrip- 
tures Badarayana thinks that a released soul 
which has attained Brahmaloka can exist both 
ways — with or without a body according to its 
liking. It is like the twelve days’ saci-ifice, 
will ell is called a Sattra as well as an Ahina 
sacrifice. 

n \\ 

. . In the :; 4 hs 0 nce of body in 

% 
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dreams (which stand midway between waking and 

deep sleep) this being rea,sonable. 

13. Ill the absence of a body (the 

fulfilment of desires is possible) as in 
4reams, since this is reasonable. 

n II 

When the body exists as in the 

wakingstate, 

14. When the body exists (the fulfil- 
ment of desires is) as in the waking state. 

Ttrpir () : The released soul which has attained 
the Sacj'una Bmhtnan can animate several bodies 
at the sa/me time. 

^STT II 11 

sl^t^^Like a flame animating so 

because the scripture shows. 

15. (The released soul^s) animating 
(different bodies) is like that of a flame, be- 
cause so the scripture shoWs. 

In Sutra 11 it was stated that a liberated soul 
can assume many bodies at the same time for 
lonjoyment. The opponent holds that this is use-^ 
less, as enjoyment is possible' only in that' body in 
which the soul and mhid Oxist, while other 'bodies 
are lifeless puppets, since the soul and mind, 
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wiiick caniiot be cUvidecl, caniiot exist in more- 
than one body. The Sutra refutes this view and 
says that the other bodies are not lifeless puppets, 
for a released soul can, on account of its power, 
animate all these bodies, just as the flame of a 
lamp can enter into ditterent wicks li{?hted from 
it. The soul through its powers creates bodies- 
with internal organs corresponding to the original 
internal organ, and being limited by these, 
divides itself as many. Hence all the created’ 
bodies have a soul, which makes enjoyment 
through all of these possible. This we get from, 
the scriptures. 


II 11 

Of deep sleep and absolute union 
(with Brahman) having in view either 

of these two this is made clear (by the 

Sruti) ^ for. 

16 . (The declaration of absence of all 
cognition is made) having in view either 
of the two states, mz. deep sleep and abso- 
lute union (with Brahman), for this is made 
clear (by the scriptures). 

“"What should one know and through what” 
(Brih. 2. 4. 14); “But there is not that second' 
thing separate from it which it can know” (Ibid.. 
4. 3. 30) ; “It becomes like water, one, the witness^ 
and without a second” (Ibid. 4. 3. 32). These 
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texts deny cogniition to a released soul; so liow is 
it possible for a released soul to assume several 
bodies and enjoy — says tbe opponent. Tins Sutra 
says that these texts refer either to the 
state of deep sleep or to that of Liberation, in 
which the soul attaiuvS absolute union with the 
jSTirg’una Brahman, as is made clear by the scrip- 
tures from the context in each case. But what 
we have been discussing in the previous Sutras is 
the case of one who has attained not absolute 
union with Brahman, but only Brahmaloka, This 
state is quite different from the other two states, 
and as such, cognition is possible in it, there 
being diversity, as also enjoyment, even as in 
heaven, the difference being that from Brahma- 
loka one does n(jt I'eturn to this eartli, whereas 
from heaven one returns to this mortal world after 
the exhaustion of the virtue which raised him to 
the status of a god. 

Topic 7: The released soul which has attained 
Brnhvialoka has all the lordly powers 
except the power of creation etc. 

Except the power of creation etc. 
‘iWi^'Jll^on account of (Iswara being) the subject- 
natter on account of (released souls) 

not being mentioned and. ^ 

17. (The released soul attains all 
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lordly powers) except the power of creation 
etc., on account of (Iswar a being) the sub- 
ject-matter (of all texts where creation etc. 
are described), and (the released souls) not 
being mentioned (in that connection). 

The question is raised whether those who by 
worshipping the qualified Brahman attain Brah- 
ma] oka and lordly powers, have limited or 
unlimited powers. The opponent holds that it 
should be unlimited, because of the scriptural 
texts, "They can roam at will in all the worlds’' 
tOhh. 7. 25. 2, 8. 1. b); “To him all the gods offer 
worship” (Taitt. 1. 5). This Sutra says that the 
released souls attain lordly powers without the- 
powe]’ of creating, preserving, and destroying the 
universe. Barring this .power they get all other- 
powers. Why? Because Iswara is the subject- 
inatter of all the texts dealing with creation etc., 
while the liberated souls are not mentioned at all 
in this connection. Moreover, this would lead to 
many Iswaraa, which may give rise to a conflict of 
wills with respect to creation etc. Therefore the 
powers of the liberated souls are not absolute but 
limited, find are dependent on the will of Tswara. 

5R2rs?-3W^fkC)n account of direct teaching 
if it be said *1 not : because the 

: scripture dealar^^‘(that the soul attains Hiinh who 
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entrusts the sun etc. (with their offices) and resides 
in those spheres. 

IS. If it be said (that the released 
soul attains absolute powers) on account 
of direct teaching (of the scriptures), (we 
say) no, for the scriptures declare (that the 
released soul attains Him) who entrusts 
the sun etc. (with their offices) and resides 
in those spheres. 

“He becomes the lord of himself” (Taitt, 1. 
6). From the direct teaching* of the Sruti the 
opponent holds that the released soul attains- 
absolute powers. The Sutra says that his powers 
depend on the Lord, for the text cited further on 
says, “He attains the Lord of the mind”, the 
Lord who abides in spheres like the sun etc. and 
entrusts the sun etc. with offices. Therefore from 
this latter part of the text it is clear that the 
released soul gets its powers from the Tjord and 
depends on Him. Hence its powers are not 
unlimited. 

^rsTT fl; II II 

Which is beyond all effected things ^ 
and so because existence the script- 
ure declares. , ,, 

19. And (there is a form of the Sup- 
reme Lord) which is beyond all created 
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things, because so the scripture declares 
(His) existence (in a twofold form). 

“Such is the greatness of it; greater than it is 
the Purusha. One foot of His is all beings. His 
(other) three feet are what is immortal in heaven” 
(Chh. 3. 12. 6). This text declares that the 
Supreme Lord abides in two forms, the transcen- 
dental and the relative. ISTow he who worships the 
Lord in His relative aspect does not attain the 
transcendental aspect, for the Sruti says, “As one 
meditates npon That, so one becomes.” Similarly, 
since the worshipper is not able to comprehend the 
relative aspect of the Lord in full, as possessed of 
infinite attributes and powers, but is able to com- 
prehend Him only partially, he attains only 
limited powers, and not unlimited powers like the 
Lord Himself. 

II II 

(The two) show ^ and irq^thiis 
perception and inference. 

20. And thus perception and infer- 
ence show. 

This Sutra says that the transcendental 
aspect 'of the Lord is established by both the Sruti 
and' Smriti. ' That form which the previous vSutra 
cited merely as an example, this Sutra establishes 
on the authority of the Sruti aiid Smriti. “There 
the sun shines liot,, nor the moon, nor stars” etc. 
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(Mu. 2. 2. 10); “^Tliat the stm ilhimines not, nor 
the moon, nor the fire” etc. (Gita 15. 6). 

Because of indications of equal-- 
ity with respect to enjoyment only =4 and. 

21. And because of the indications 
.(in the scriptures) of equality (of the re- 
leased soul with the Lord) only with respect 
to enjoyment. 

That the powers of the released soul are not 
unlimited is also known from the indications in 
■the Sruti that the equality of these souls with the 
Lord is only with respect to enjoyment, and not 
with respect to creation etc. “As all beings take 
care of this Deity, so do they take care of him” 

(Brih. 1. 5. 20); “Through it he attains identity 
with this Deity, or lives in thq same world with 
it” (Brih. 1. 5. 23). All these texts describe 
equality only with respect to enjoyment, and 
mention nothing as regards creation etc. 

ii It 

Non-return 5I^c^on account of scriptural 
declaration. 

22. (There is) no return (for these ti? 
released souls) ; on account of scriptural 
declaration (to that effect). 

If the powers of the released souls are 
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limited, then like all limited thuig-a they toe will 
come to an end, and consequently the released; 
souls will have to come back from Brahmaloka to 
this mortal world— says the opponent. The Sutra 
refutes such a contingency on scriptural authority. 
Those who go to Brahmaloka by the path of the 
gods do not return from there. “Going up by 
that way, one reaches immortality” (Chh. 8. 0. 
6.); “They no more return to this world” (Brilu 
6 . 2 . 15 ). 

The repetition of the words “No return” etc., 
is to show that the book is finished. 
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Advaita Vedanta, does not 
upEold Pantheism, 99, 

See also Ved'anta. 

A-dhyS-sa ' ■ (Superimposition), 

3-21.. 

objections against, answer- 
ed, 6-11. 

is duo to ignorance, 9. 
delined by Sankara, 11-14. 
according to others, 14-17. 
the basis of our experience, 
17-18. 

Adrishta (the Unseen Prin- 
ciple), of the Vaiseshikas, 
217 ff. 

in what does it inhere, 210. 
'Cannot be the cause of the 
first motion of the atoms, 
210-211. 

yields fruit of actions at 
some futuire time, 456. 

Agnihoti'a, 364, 421. 

Agnirahasya, the fires in, 
" constitute a separate 
Vidya, 399-406. 

Air, springs from ether, 244. 
the cause- of fire, 245-246. 

■ Sec- also Vayu. 

Ajahat Lalcshana, 305. 

Aja, is not the Pradhana but 
causal matter, 142-145. 

Ajatasatru, 151. 

Akfisa (Ether), Brahman is to 
• be understood by the 
. word,,. 57.-58, 105. 

the small, in' , the heart, is 
•Brahman, 108-115. 
external and internal, . 109, 
112 . 


Akasa, the small, the Jiva 
retires - to, in deep sleep, 

no. 

which reveals names and 
forms is Brahman, 131-132. 
cannot be a nonentity, 223. 
not eternal, 239-243. 
the cause of air, 244. 

Akshara (Imperishable), is 
Brahman, 105-107. 
AJayavijnana, 228-229. 
Anandamaya, see “Self con- 
sisting of blisB.” 

Antahkarana (the internal 
organ). the necessity oif 
accepting an, 264. 

Apurva, 302, 362-353, 462.. 

Asmarathya, his views, 94, 
154-167. 

Asramas, all the foiur, enjoin- 
ed by the scriptures, 428, 
150-451. . 

the duties of, compulsory, 

438-4:41. 

pers-ons not belonging to' 

any of the, are also 

entitled to Knowledge, 
4'10-442. 

Atharvanikas, their rite of 
carrying fire on the head, 
■368-359. 

Ativ'adin, who is^an, 103-104. 
Atman, as limited )by the 
UpMhis is atomic etc., 
261, 268-269. 

is changeless, . 264. ■■■■: " 

l^nowledge ,of, gives Free- 
■ - ■ douiy ’ f368 , ■■ 

Bee also -Self and souL- 
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Atoms, as the First Cause, 
176, 232-233. 

refutatiou of the atomic 
theory’ of the Vaiseshikas, 
162, 177, 209-214. 

Atreya, 446. 

Avidya (Ignorance), the cause 
of all duality, 3-4. 

defined, 17-18. 

the means of right know- 
ledge and the scriptural 
texts belong to the sphere 
of, 18. 

See also Maya, Nescience. 

Avyakta (the Undeveloped), 
in Katha 1. 3. 10-11 

means causal substance 
and not the Pradhana, 
135 if., 142. 

is dependent on the Supreme 
■Lord, 139. 

in Katha 1. 3. 15 means the 
Supreme Self, 140-141. 

Audulomi, his views in 
Vedanta, 156-158, 447-448, 
512-513, 

■B4darS.yana, vii seq. 

and the P£bncharatra,s, xfxiii 

Bkdari, his views, 94-95, 306, 

499-500. 

Baucldha, Idealists, 216 ; their 
views refuted, 225-229. 

•' Bealists, 214 ; their views 
refuted, 214-216. , 

the twofold aggregate of, 

214-216. 

Bauddhas, their doctrine of 
univei-sal momentariness 
refuted, 21-5 ff. 

the twofold' aggregate of 

220-223. 

Bhagavata school, tbej its 

doctrines refuted, 236-238. 


Bh§,skara, 345. 

JBhedabhedavada, 154-155, 

344-345. 

Bhuman, is Brahman, 102-104. 
Birth, and death Me spoken 
of the soul nietaphocL'ically, 
251-262. 

may take place witkout the 
five oblations, 311-312. 

Body,_ birth and death are 
primarily ' spoken of, 
251-252. 

the sutble, 479-481. 
Brahmacharya, etc,, as a. 

means to Knowledge, 440. 
Brahmaloka, attainment of, 

' is a step in gradual eman- 
cipation, 108. 

‘small Akasa’its called, 110, 
creatures daily go to, 110. 
attaimnent of, is not pos- 
sible as long as there i» 

a body, 382., 

the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman goes after d^tb 
to, 488-491. 

only the worshippers of the 

Saguna Brahman without 
a symbol go to, 605-506. 
there is no return for such 
knowers from, 519, 523-524, 
Brahman, causality of, ex- 

plained, xxiii seq. 
the only Reality, 3,^ 180-181- 
Jiva is identical ‘with, 3, 

35. 342-343 , 345. 
and Mtya, 4. 

is not an object of the 
senses, 6-7, 31, 87-89, 176, 

180. 

knowledge of, results in 
liberation and immorta- 
lity, 6. 26, 36, 154, 454 

the substratum of Adhyasa, 
6-9. 
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scriptures faave no value for 
the knower of, ' 21. 

.the inquiry into, 22-24. 
requisites for the aspirant 
to the knowledge of, 25, 
is the source of origin etc. 

of the world, 26 ff. 
definitions of, 26-27. 
is cognizable through the 
scriptures alone and not 
through reasoning etc., 30, 
31. 180, 194. 

is the Eirst Cause, 27 fp., 
44-46, 163. 

reveals Itself on the destruc- 
tion of ignorance, 29, 35, 
described negatively, 29. 
is the main purport of all 
the Vedanta texts, 32-39, 
102 , 256 : 

knower of, becomes one with 
It, 35, 510-511. 

knowledge of, does not 

depend on human endea- 
vour, 36 ff, 

meditated upon as mind 

and sun, 36. 

not the object of the aqt 
of knowing or of devout 
worship, 36. 
is our Inner Self, 37. 
injunctions have no place 

with regard to, 37-38. 
can be all-knowing and 

creative through Maya, 

40, 205, 

Saguna and Nirguna, xix 
seq., xlii .seq., Ivi seq., 45-46. 
the tail or support of 

everything, 47-54. 
as the person in the sun 
and the eye, 54-66, 80-84. 
limitations are imagined in. 


for Upaiana, 56, 81-82, 

347-348. 

as Ak&ja (Ether), 57-68. 
as Prana, 69, 64-69. 
as Light, 69-64. 
as the metre Gayatri, 61-63. 
as the Being consisting of 
mind, 70-76. 
smallness of, 74. 

^ abiding in the heart, 75. 
does not experience pleasure 
or pain, 75-76, 272-276. 
and the indlividual soul, 
75-76, 186-187, 255, 270-273. 
as the Eater, 76-78. 
as distinguished by Bliss, 
83. 

is the Ruler within, 84-87 .■ 
is Vaiav&nara, 89-96. 
as the resting j)lao6 of 
heaven, earth, etc., 97-102. 
all is, 98. 

is not manifold, 99. 
is the Witness, 101. 
is Bhuman, 102-104. 
is Truth, 104. 

is Alisliara (Imperishable), 
105-107. 

the Highest Person in Pr. 

6. 6 is, 107-108. 
as the “small Alc&sa”, 
108-115. 

body is the city of, 109. 
the light of all lights, 
115-116, 130. 

as the person of the size 
of the. thumb, 116-117. 
the Prana in Kath. 2. 6. 2 
is, 130. 

as the revealer of names 
and forms, 131-132. 
the Nature of the Supreme, 
131-132, 329-350. , 

as the Self ' consisting of 
knowledge, 132-134. 
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wished to be many, 149. 
the Self of all, 160. 


Kail. 4. 10 refers to, 160-153. 


the 

Self to be 

.seen 

through 

hearing 

etc.. 

163-158. 



both 

the material 

and 

efiioient 

cause of 

the 


world. 158-161, 188-190, 

198-199, 232-235. 
is the cause of tlie , world 

though of a different nature 
from it, 167-176. 
is existence itself, 170^171, 245. 
objections to, being the 

cause of the world refut- 
. ed, 167-176, 177-199, 209. 
has 'only apparently ohang^- 
ed into the world, 173, 

191, 198-199. 

the individual soul an 

image of, in the mind, 
179. 

is realized in Samffdhi, 180, 
341. 

world is non,different from, 
180-181, 185. 

the world ‘exists in^ poten- 
tially, during peralaya, 
184. 

the Cause through MSyfi, 

. 192. 

the power of Maya of, 

established, 193. 
creath^e through sportive 
impulse, 194-195. 
partiality or cruelty cannot 
be attaibuted to, 196-198. 
is endowed with all the 

attributes neoessairy’ for 

creation, 198-199. 


everything originates from, 
237. 

is not created, 244-246. 
efeinents beoome creative 
through the agency of, 
247-248. 

at Pralaya elements aro 
absorbed in, in the reverse 
order, 248-261. 

organs are produced from, 
278-281. 

the -chief Pr^na ib crea.tod 
from, 283. 

the soul in dreamless sleep 
rests in, 325-326. 
nature of Supreme, 329-350. 
takes form in connection 
with Upadbis, 333-334, 
336, 337. 

is Pure Intelligence, 335-336. 
the two forms of, are 
denied by ‘not this, not 
this^ and not the Brahman 
Itself, 338. 

is not perceived due to 
ignorance, 340. 
is without a second, 346-349. 
is called a bank etc. meta- 
phorically, 346-347. 
meditations on, 365-371, 
373-375, 377-378, 387 fP. 
knowers of the , Saguna, 
go by “the path of the 
gods”, 382-386. 

the departure of the knower 
of the Saguna. 478-479, 
485-487. 

knowers of the' Saguna, go 
'Eo Brahmaloka, 488-491. 
attainment of, means des- 
truction of ignorance, 
383-384, 503-505. 

Pranas of the knower of, 
do not depart at death 
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but g€t merged in It, 
481-485. 

realization of, is tbe result 
of the Vidyas, 412. 
knowledge of, effects man’s 
highest purpose (Puru- 
shartlia), 417-418. 
is not a part of sacrificial 
acts, 4.17-427. 

the meditator on, is to com- 
prehend It as identical 
.with himself, 457-458 j is not 
to identify himself with the 
symbol of Brahman, 459-460. 
in meditations symbols are 
to be viewed as, 460. 
knowledge of, destroys all 
past jind future sins, 

465-466.' 

knower of, is not affected 

by good deeds, 467; attains 
oneness with It on the ex- 
haustion of Prfirabdha Kar- 
, mil, 47J-472. 

is attained by souls who go 
by the path of the gods 
on the dissolution of 

Brahmaloka, 501-602. 

Bi'ahma-Sutros, vi. 
author ' and date of the, 

vii seq. 

commentators on, xii seq. 
and Gitii, _x-xii, Ixiv seq. 
the necessity for the study 
of the, 5, 6. 

Buddhi (Intellect), the subtle 
Upadhi (adjunct) of the 
Self, 260-262, 266-269. 

Buddhism, the three principal 
schools of, 214-215. 

See also Bauddha and the 
Buddhists. 

Buddhists, the, say that there 


is no self apart from 
Vijnana, 15. 

See also Bauddha. 

Cause, effect exists in, before 
its origination as well .as 
after it, 171, 184. 
is not polluted by the effect 
when the latter gets dis- 
solved in it, 173. 
eifecit is ot the nature of, 
and not vice versa, 173. 
the, alone is real, 181. 
every, is not necessarily 
the effect of an anticedent 
thing, 246. 

Cause and effect, are non- 
•lifferent, 167-168. 181, 184, 

242. 

are not similar in every 
respect, 170. 

relation of, according to 
the Vaiseshikas, 208-209, 
the Bauddha chain of, 
216-219. 

relation of, contradicts the 
doctrine of momentari- 
ness, 218-219. 

Celibacy, expiation for trans- 
gressing the vow of, 
443-446; such transgressor 
to he shunned, 446. 

See also Sannygisa. 

I Ceremonies, purificatory, 

denied to Sudras, 128. 
ChfiiySkas, ii/ 406-4(^7 ; Iretfut- 
ed, 407-408. 

Childlike state, 451-452. 
Consciousness, a quality of 
the Self, 408. 

Creation, scripture oh, 
^148-150. 

is without a beginning, 
196-197. 
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Dahara Vidya, 366, 403, 

411-412. 

Death, the modi© of departure 
of the soul at, 473-478. 
Deities, the presiding, of the 
organs, 168-16fl, 28^290. 
•which conduct ‘the 'Soul to 
Brahmaloka, 497-499, 

See also gods. 

Devayana, see “the path of 
gods” under God. 

Digits', see Ealas. 

Dream, state, is unreal, 226-227, 
320-321. 

the Jiva in, 265, 318-323. 
is the intermediate place, 
318-319. 

world is tlie creation of the 
Jiva, 321. 

Earth. i,s created from water, 

246- 247, 

is meant by Anna, 246-247. 
Effect, see Cause and Effect, 
Elements, _ atoms and their 
respective, 213, 

become causes through the 
agenev of Brahman, 

247- 248, 

r©ab.sorption in Brahman 
at Pralaya, 249-260. 
organs are the modifica- 
tions of the, 250. 
are created hy the Lord, 
293. 

Emancipation, see Liberation. 
Ether, see Akasa. 

Fire, Brahman conceived as 
gastric, 92-93. 

is crea'bed from air, 246-246. 
water is created from, 246. 
worshippers of the five fires 
go to Brahmaloka, 606. 


Food, prohibited, when can 
be taken, 436-438. 

See also Anna. 

Freedom, see Liberation. 

Gayatri, is everything what- 
ever exists, 61-62, 

Brahman ds denoted by 
the metre, 63-64. 

God, see Lord. 

Gods, are entitled to the 
study of the Vedas etc,, 
118, 124-126. 

their corporeality, 119-120. 

are capable of awum’iug 
several forms simultane- 
ously, 119. 

are qualified for Vidyfis, 
124-126. 

souls become the food of, 
302-303. 

the path of the, who go hy 
it after death, 382-385. 

the path of the, the only 
wav to Brahmaloka, 492- 
49l 

stages in the path of_ the. 
hy which tho departing 
soul goes, 492-497. 

the Saguna Brahman is 
attained by the soul who 
goes by the path of the, 
499-500. 

souls which go hy the 
path of the, attain Su- 
preme Brahman an the 
dissolution of Brahma- 
loka, 500-506. 

See also Deities. 

Great, see Mahat. 

Gunas, the three, 40,205-206. 

Heaven, performers of sacri- 
fices alone go to, 301. 

Hell,. 308-309. 
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Hiranyagarbliaj 107, 279, 288, 

369, 370. 

Houseliolder, tlie importance 
of his life, 449-450- 

Immortality, is gained only 
by the knowledge of the 
Supreme Self, 154. 

Iswara, is recognized by the 
Yoga system, 166-167. 

See also Lord. 

Jabala Satyakama, 128. 

Jabalas, 96-96. 

Jairaini, 93, 95, 387-388, 399, 

400, 408-404. 

on the qualification of gods 
for Upasana etc., 124, 125, 

'^■‘': 162 . 

thinks that ’ religious merit 
brings about the' fruits of 
actio'iis, 361, 

■the Vedas throughout pres- 

cribe act® according to, 
418-421 ; this view refut- 
ed, 421-427, 

on Sannyasa, 427-428. 

says that the soul which 
goes by the path of the 
gods attains Brahman, 502. 

' on the diaracteristics of 

the liberated soul, 611-512, 
516-516. 

Jainas, refuted, 229-232. 

Janaka, 419, 422-423, 425. 

Janasruti, 126-127. 

Jiva, see Soul. 

Jivanmukti, 466. 

lEanfida, 176-177. 

Kapila, 166, 175. 

■Karma, the soul descends from 
heaven with the residual, 
303-307. 


and good conduct, 306-307. 
the Lord is the giver of the 
fruits of, 350-351. 

Jaiinini’s views on, 351. 
Badarayana’s view on the 
fruition of, 352-353. 
itself is inciapabk of pro- 
ducing results, 352-353. 
the good and evil, of a 
knower of Brahman go to 
his friends and enemies res- 
pectively, 378-380. ^ ^ 

he who has attained Knowl- 
edge gets rid of hi® good 
and evil, at death, 880-382, 
Sanchita and Agami, alone 
are destroyed through 
Knowledge, 380-881, 467- 

469. 

Prarabdha, is destroyed at 
death, 380-381. _ 

law of, does not hold good 
in the case of a knower of 
Brahman, 466. 

Karmakfinda, 20, 26, 34. 
iCarshnajini, 306-306, 

Kasakritana, 157-158. 

Knowledge, the metens' of 

right, belong to the 

sphere of Avidya, 18 If. 
is not an activity of the 
mind, 37. 

depends on the thing itself, 
37. 

on the dawning of, the 

individual .soul realizes its 
identity with Brahman, ; 
187, 343. 

perfect, attained in Sama- 

dhi, 268. 

is . attained through the 
grace of the Lord,* 269. 
perfect, results from ^ Nir- 
guna Upa®ana, 384. 
sacrifice® performed ’ with, 
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are more powerful, 397” 
398. 

of Brahman leads to Liber- 
ation , 418. 

no work for one who has 
attained, 422-423. 
destroys all ignorance, 426. 
is gained in Sannyasa 
Asrama, 426-427. 

Avorks are an indirect means , 

• to, 434-436. 

can be attained by special 
■ works, 441. 

when may It come? 462-453. 
dfeistroys all past and 
future' sins, 466-466. i 

cannot destroy Prarabdha i 
works, 468. j 

iKuin^rila, 345, 

Liberiation, is not attained by 
. the knowledge of the 
empirical self, 23. 
true knoAvledge of Self leads 
to, 24, 368. 

is attained 'by knowledge of 
Brahman, 26, 42, 131, 418. 

• comes from the comprehen- 

sion of the Vedanta texts, 
34. 

. knowledge of the Saguna 
Brahman lead.s to gradual, 
46. 

‘ according to the Sankhyas, 

. 140-141. . 

is attained by worshipping 
eto. Vasudeva, 235-236. 
comes from Knowledge 
. only, - 434-435. 
not delayed after Knowl- 
edge. 453-454. ’ 

is kiio^yledge of Brahman, 
..•454. 

is ' nothing newly acquired, 


Light, in Chh. 3. 13. 7 is Brah- 
man, 69-64. 

Brahman is the, of lights,, 
116-116. 

the Highest, is Brahman,, 
131. 

the, attained by Jiva is the- 
Supreme Self, 510. 

Lord, the whole creation is. 
reabsorbed in the Sup- 
reme, 77. ' 

cosmic form of the, 91, 
is to be meditated upon in the 
space between the head and 
the cMn, 95-96, 
the Supreme, is free from 
the three states of waking, 
dream, and deep sleep, 113. 
is not affected by ignorance, 
139. 

dispen.ses fritits of action- 
196, 232-233, 270, 350-353. 
the Inner Ruler, 196. 
the Supreme, the soul is. 
dependent on, for its. 
agency, 269-270. 

KnoAvledge attained through 
,His grace, 269, 323. 
the soul is a part of the. 
270-272, 276. 

the Supreme, does not 
create the dream world- 
819-321.. 

the Supreme, does uot enjoy- 
the fruits of .actions, 390, 
meditation on the cosmic- 
form of the; 409-410. 
the Supreme, abides in two- 
forms, 522-523. 

See also Brahman. 

Madhu Vidya, 124 ^ ff^., 144- 

Mahat .(Gi'eat), in Katha 
1. 3. 11 does not ■ refer to 
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the Sankhyan category, 

1:35 &. 

moans the cosmic intellect, 
137, 141. 

refers to Self in Vedic texts, 
141-142. 

Maheswaras, their, philosophi- 
cal doctrines, 232-235. 
Maitreyi, 163-164. 

Mann, 121, 128. 165, 214. 
Maya, explained, 3 ff. 
is not real, 4, 13, 14. 
is Anirvachaniya, 4, 14, 139. 
is the result of Avidya, 3, 
14. 

Brahman becomes creative 
through, 40, 139, 192, 205. 
is a power of Brahman, 166. 
the Lord is able to create 
the world of diversity 
through His power of, 
190. 

Brahman’s power of, estab- 
lished, 193. 

Brahman is apparently 
modified through, 198-199. 
Meditation, in, on Brahman 
all the qualities of Brah- 
man, negative and other- 
wise, are to bo combined 
into one, 365-367, 387-388. 
reciprocal, is enjoined in 
Ait. Ar. 2. 2. 4. 6, 

392-393. 

on Atman to be repeated 
till • Knowledge dawns, 
455-457. 

one has to practise, sitting, 
462-463. 

Meditations comiected with 
the members of sacrificial 
acts, 413-416, 4^16-448. 

,in, on the .members Pf sacri- 
ficial acts the idea of divi- 


, nity is to be superimposed 
on them, 461-462. 
are to be observed till 
death, 464-465. 

Meditativeness, is enjoined in 
Brih, .3, 6. 1, 448449. 

Mimamsakas (Purva), object 

to the definition : of super- 

imposition, 12, 13. 
uphold the intrinsic validity 
of all knowledge, 12. 
Prabhakara .s(;hool of, and 
superimposition> 13. 
purport of the Vedas 
according to, 32-33. 
say that the words of the 
Vedas are eternal, 120. 
say that difference of terms 
indicate difference in acts,' 
.411. . 

Mind, the functions of the 
organs are merged in, at 
death, 473476. 

is not the material cause of 
the organs, 474. 
the function of, gets merged 
in Pr&na at death, 475-476. 

Momentariucss, the Bauddha 
doctrine of, 216, 217 ff., 
223-224. 

Moon, the world of, 301, 307- 
308, 313-314. 

Naehiketa, Yama and, 141. 

Naiyayikas, and euperimposi- 
tion, 16 ff. 

mention atoms as First 
Cause, 176. 

declare the Lord to he only 
the _ etficdent cause, 232. 
the diva an agent according 
to 268. 

their doctrine of many souls 
_ refuted, 275-277; 

Nanie and form', the universe 
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and its objects have, as 
the condition of their 
manifestation, 121. 
all mental states are coindi- 
tioned by, 121. 

evolved by j3rahm.an, 131, 292- 
293. 

mvadk, 102 ff., 386. 

ISfescience, see AvidyS,, Maya. 
Nihilism, illogical, 229. 

Nihilists (Banddha), 162-163, 
215. 

Nimbarka, xiii-xvi. 
causality of Brahman ac- 
cording to, xxxii-xxxiii. 
the Jiva according to, 
xl. 

^ Brahman’s ' nature accord- 
ing to, xliv seq., Ivi seq,. 
Non-existence, 148-149, 162, 

183, 224-226. 

Object, subject and, are 
opposed and cannot bo 
identified, 6. 

subject land, are mixed up 
due to ignorancie, 7-8. 
the nature of, is twofold, 

Oblationsi, the five, 297, 
Sll-312. 

Om, the symbol, in the 
Udgitha Vidya, 362, 364, 

415.' 

Organs, are the effects of 
elements, 250, 280. 
are produced from Brah- 
man, 278-280. 
their -number, 281-282. 
are minute in size, 282-283. 
the presiding deities of the, 
288-290. 

the relation between the 
soul and the, 289, 290. 
are independent principles 


and not modes of the Chief 
Prana, 290-291. 

follow the soul at death, 
299. 

the functions of the, are 
merged in the mind at 
death, 473-475. 

the, of the knower of the 
Nirguna Brahman get 
merged in It at death, 
483484. 

Panchagni Vidya, those who 
know the, go by the path 
of the gods, 384-385. 

Pancharatra sdhool, see 
Bhagavata school. 

Parinamavada_, 6. 

Perception, direct, is the basis 
of all the other means of 
knowledge, 10-11. 

Person (Purusha), the highest, 
in Pr. 6. 5 is Brahman, 
107-108. 

of the size of the thumb is 
Brahman, 116-117. 

Philosophy, the six systems 
of, i-iv. 

Pitriyfina, 810. 

Prabhalcaras, on supSrimposi- 

■ tion, 13, 14, 15. 

Pradhana, is made up of the 
three Gunas, 38, 206-206. 

the Sankhyan First Cause, 
38-39. 

refutation of the Sfinkhyan 
doctrine of, 39-46, 88, 

200-207. 

is insentient and not based 
on the scriptures, 39-40, 
135 seq, 

is not the ruler within, 86. 

cannot be the resting place 
of heaven, earth, etc., 
98-100. 
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cannot bo tlio IinperisHabla 

.(Akybara), 106. 

Aja, does not refer to, 
142-145. 

is an independent entity, 
166. 

of tlie Ifogins refuted,- 
232-236. 

Pralaya (Dissolution of the 
world), 123. 

the world exists in a poten- 
tial form during, 184, 249. 

Prana in Chh. 1. 11. 4-5, Kau,. 
3. 1-8, and Katha 2. 6. 2 

is Brahman, 59, 64-69, 

130 respectively. 

water as the dress of, 371. 

Prana, the chief, (vital force) 
is created from Brahman, 
283. 

the, chief, (vital force) is 
different from afr and 
sense functions, 284-287. 

the chief, ' (vital force) 
acording to ‘ the SS.n- 
khyas, 284. 

the chief, (vital force) is 
subordinate to the soul, 
286-286. 

the chief, (vital force) its 
function, 286-287. 

the chief, (vital force) is not 
an instrument, 286. 

the chief, (vital force) is 
miirute, 288. 

the functions of the mind 
get merged in, at death, 

475- 476. 

•the functions of, get merged 
in the Jiva at death, 

476- 478. 

Pranagnihotra, 395-396. 

Pranavidya, 356, 364-365, 371. 

Purusha (of the Sankhyas), 
43. 203, 205. 


Purushartha, the hi^iest, 
attained through Kirowl- 
edge, 417-418, 434. 

Purusha Vidya, 376-377. 

Purva Miinamsa, see Mi- 
mamaakas 

Ramakrishna, Sri, 20. 

Ramanuja, siv-xvii, xxxix, 6, 
161. 

causality of Brahman ac- 
cording to, XXX. 

the soul according to, 
xxxviii-xxxix. 

Brahman’s nature according 
to, xliii seq., Ivi seq. 

Reasoning, cannot arrive at 
truth, 28. ■ 

and the scriptures, 28, 34, 

175, 176. 

has been employed by the 
scriptures, 34, 

Ritvik (Priest), 447, 

Ruler within, is Brahman, 
84-87. , 

Sacrifices, lead to heaven, 301.? 

those who do not perform, 
go to the abode of Yania, 
308. 

killing animals in, does not' 

1 entail sin, 316. 

Sfldhana, (spiritual practi- 
ces), texts dealing with 
creation in Yodiuita refer 
to, 33. 

is possible only during one's 
life time, 382. 

the destruction of good and 
evil results from, 382. 

Samachara, 359. 

Samadhi, see Meditation. 

Samavaya (inseparable in- 
herence), 211. 

- Saanpat TJpasana 95, 403. 
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Sams3,ra (relative existence), 
tlie cause of, 4. 
is got rid of through the 
knowledge of Brahman, 
6. 23-24. 

is without a beginning, 270. 
Samskaras (Imiiressions), are 
impossible without the 
perception of external 
objects, 228. 

require a permanent abode, 
.228. 

Samvarga Viclya, 399. 
Sanatkumara, 102 ff., 386. 
Sandilya Vidyft, 856, 372, 

373. 403, 411-412. 

Sankhyas, their First Cause, 
38-39. ' ^ 

refutation of their doctrine 
of the Pradbana, 39-46, 
135-138, 200-207, 275-277. 
the categories of the, not 
mentioned in the Vedas, 
166. , . . 

SSnkhj’a Smriti, its authority 
. refuted. 164-165. 

Sannyasa, Knowledge is gain- 
ed in Sannyasa Asrama, 
426427. 

is prescribed by the scrip- 
tures, 427-430, 450. 

there is no reverting back 
.. to former life from, 442- 
443. 

expiatory ceremony for 

breaking the vow of, 
445-446. 

Samiy§.sins, need not perform 

rites - etc., 433434. 

Sat, is Brahman, 40. 
refers ' to an intelligent 
•' principle, 41-44. 
Satyabhedavada, see Audu- 

■ lomi. ■ 


Sci'iptures, the, are imper- 
soiiai and infallible, 10, 

28. 

deny only ^ the absolute 

validity of perception, 11, 

191. 

belong to the sphere of 
Avidya, 18-19, 

are the only proof about Brah- 
man, 28, 30, 46. 
declare that one ignorant 
of them cannot know Brah- 
man, 31. 

employ reasoning, 34. 
their aim is to describe Brah- 

man and not the Jiva, 
101-102, 339. 

Self, as subject and object, 8-9. 
is proved by intuitive know- 
ledge, 9. 

is realized through Sadhana,!, 
17-18. 

is Brahman, 23. 
the empirical, and th© real 
Self, 24, 153, 156-157. 
knowledge of the, liberates,. 
24, 104, 154. 

consisting of bliss, 47-51, 53. 
consisting of knowledge is 
Brahman,. 132-134. 
to be seen through hearing 
etc. is Brahman, 163-158. 
injunctions etc, when possible 
with reference to, 274. 
there isi no confusion of the, 
fruit of actions due to unity 
of the. 274-275. 

is separate from the body, 
406408. 

is not ,an agent, 421-422. 
no work is pi'escribed for a 
knower of the, 424-425. 
■knowledge of the, is antago- 
nistic to work, 426. 
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Bee also Brahman. 

, Sense organs, are cieated, 279. 
are directed by the soul, 234. 

•Slcandhas, the five, of the 
Bauddhas, 216-216. 
the five, and atoms cannot 
aggregate by themselves, 
215-216. 

Sleep, deep or dreamless 
(Sushnpti), the Jiva in, 
263, 324-.328. 
the seat of, 324-326. 

Smritis and Sruti, 91, 164-166, 
prohibit the studying of the 
Vedas etc. by Sudras, 129. 

Soitl (the individual), is in 
reality identical wiith 
Brahman, xxxvi-xxxviii, xli, 

3, 64. 261, 610.511. 
identifies itself with body, 

4, 

is an agent, 76, 88-89, 102, 164, 
253-261, 265-269. 
expeniences pleasure and 
pain, 76, 102, 289-290. 
difference between, and 
Brahman, 75-76. 
difference between, and the 
Supreme Lord is due to 
Nescience, 87, 152, 187, 254, 
272-273, 323. 

experiences the fruits of good 
and evil actions, 101. 
daily goes into the small 
Akasa in deep sleep, 110. 
is free from evil etc. only as 
non-different from Brahman, 
114. 

and Brahman aoc, to vari- 
ous schools of Vedanta, 
154-158. 

had always had a previous 
istence, 197. ^ 

Jainas on. 230-231. 


directs the sense organs, 
234, 289. 

the, is not created but eternal, 
236-236, 262-263. 
birth and death are meta- 
phorically spoken of the, 
251-252. 

acc. to Vaiseshikas, 254. 
is not the subject-matter of 
the scriiitures, 266. 
eonju notion of the, and the 
intellect exists in its relative 
state, 261-263. 
in deep sleep, 263, 325-328. 
in dream state, 265, 318-323. 
a part or reflection of the 
Lord, 271-273, 276. 
connection between the, and 
the organs is permanent, 
290... 

pannot create, 293. 
its departure at death, 296- 
^ 303, 478, 489491, 494495. ' 
its descent foom heaven, 

, 803-317. 

in a swoon, 828-329. 
the released, only manifests' 
its real nature, 508-510.. . 
its characteristics, 511-514. 
in Brahmaloka, 514-524. 

Souls, are different from one 
another, ; 274-276. , 

refutation of the docstrin© of 
many all-pervading, 276-277. 
.peirfected, are reborn for 
some Divine Mission, 386- 
which, have attained Brahma- 
loka, on 'its dissolution attain 
Brahman, 501-,605. 
there is .no return for released, 
from Brahmaloka, 523. 
Sraddih^, water is called, 
297, 300;r301. 
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Srutis, see Scriptures. 

Subject, see Object. 

Sudras. not entitled to the 
study of the Vedas, 126-129. 
Superiraposition, see Adhyasa, 
Sushumna (nerve), 479. 
the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman goes out 
through the, 486-4B7. 
Sushupti, see sleep, deep. 
Sutrasi, iv-vi. 

IJdgitha, meditations on, 431, 

432, 

to be viewed as the sun, 

461-462. 

Udgitha Vidya, 361-363, 408-409. 
and the symbol Om, 362, 364, 
415. 

Upanishads, and Mayavada, 

lii seq. 

apeak of two types of 
Brahman, 45-46. 

the subject-matter of the, 

is Brahman, 101. 
irpS,sanRs, are not parts of 

sacrifices, 397-398. 
connected with sacrificial 

acts are valid for all 
■Sakhfis, 408-409. 
enhance the result of sacri- 
fices, 416. 

Vaiseshikas, their philosophi- 

cal views and their refuta- 
tion. 207-214, 232, 254, 275- 
276. 

Vaisvanara, is Brahman, 89-96. 
TJpasana, 856, 409-410. ' 

Yidyas, 359-360, 385. 
Vajasaneyins, 92-93, 152,.- 372, 
. 400. 

Yamadeva, 66-67, 453. 


Vasudeva, 236-236. 

Vayu, see Air. 

Vedas, have no value for the. 

liuowei- of Brahman, 21. 
the study of, is a ijre- 
requisite for Vedanta and 
Burva Mixnamsa, 25. 
prescribe acts, 32-33. 
who are entitled to tlie study 
of the, 117-118, 126-129, 
the world created from the, 
are eternal, 120-122. 

Vedanta, holds the identity 
of the soul and Braliman, 
23. 

room for reasoning in, 30. 
being based on the Srutis is 
more authoritative than 
the Sankhya Smriti, 174-175. 
Vedanta texts, give the know- 

ledge of the real nature of 
the Self. 19, 24, 28. 
the main purport of the, ia 
Brahman, 32, 33, 34. 38, 359. 
are the only proof of Brah- 
man, 38. 

refer to an intelligent prin- 

ciple as the First Cause,. 
44-45. _ 

there is no conflict in the,. 
V with respe<Sfc to Brahman. 

as the First Cause, 147-160. 
teach the Supreme Self„ 

421-422. 

Videhamukti, knower of 

Brahman attains, 467. 

Vidya, Mu. 3. 1. 1 and Kath. 

1. 3. 1 form one, 389-390. 
Brih, 3. 4. 1 and 3. 5. 1 form 
one, 390-392. 

Brih. 6, 4. 1 and 5. 5. 2 form 
#one, 393-394. 

VidySs (TJpSsanas), what arei 
the? 354. 
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with identical or similar forms | 
are one Vidya, 356-360, 
particulars of identicjal, 
mentioned in ditherent 

places are to lie combined 
into one meditation, 360- 
361. 

having different subject- 

matter are different, 361- 
364. 

identical, in the same Sakha 
have to be combined, 372. 
various, like the Sandilya etc. 
are to be kept separate, 
411-412. 

one is to be selected from 
among the, relating to 
Brahman, 412. 

yielding particular desitres 
may or may not be com- 
bined, 412-4i3. 


Viraja, 381. 
yisishtS,dvaitav§,da, 6. 


Vitol force, see Prana. 
Vyasa, 386. 




the world originates from, 
120-121. 


yaking state, is real in com- 
parison with dreams, 226- 
227. 

Water, created from fire, 246. 
earth created from, 246-247. 
called Sraddha, 297, 300-301. 
as the dress of Prfina, 371. 

.Word, the relation between, 
and its objects is eternal, 
120 . 


Work, on whom the scriptures 
enjoin, 424-426. 

the knower of the Self is not 
bound by the effects of. 
425. 

an indirect meaias to 
Knowledge, 434-436. 

has no part in producing 
Liberation, 435. 

the results of obligatory, is 
not destroyed by Knowledge, 
469-470. 

regular, oontributes to 
Knowledge indirectly, 470. 

done with a desire does not 
help the origination of 
Knowledge, 470. 


scriptural statements refetr- 
nng to, enjoin meditation, 
430-432. * 


sacrificial, not combined 
with meditations also helps 
in the origination of 
Knowledge, 471, 
all, including Pr^rabdlia of 
the Knower of Brahman 
are destroyed at death, 
472. 


See also Karma. 

World, the, originates from 
the words of the Vedas.^ 
120-121. 

does not become absolutely , 
non-existent at Pralaya. 

: 123, 173-174, 184. 

Brahman ' is the Tnafcei-ial 
and efficient cause of Ihc, 
158-161, 293. 

I and Brahman, 167-171, 180-181. 











beahma-sutbas 


Yama, 308-309. 

Yoga Smriti, refutation of, 
166-167. 

Yogar-Sutras, 25. 

Yogins. 232, 

the limitations as to time for 
the mode of departure at 
death apply to the, 490- 


exiists in Brahman even 
before creation, 171. 
is an illusion, 173, 
as withoiui a beginning, 
.196-197, 

existed in former cycles, 
198. 

the external, is not al- 
together non-existent, 225- 
226. 
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